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The  plan  and  purpose  of  this  series  of  commentaries  are  so 
well  illustrated  by  the  volumes  that  have  preceded  this  —  the  one 
on  Deuteronomy  by  Professor  Driver  and  the  one  on  Judges  by 
Professor  Moore  —  that  further  statement  would  be  superfluous. 
In  preparing  the  present  number  of  the  series  I  have  constantly 
had  occasion  to  admire  the  work  of  these  predecessors,  and  1 
shall  be  gratified  if  the  present  volume  shall  be  found  worthy 
of  a  place  by  the  side  of  theirs. 

The  historical  importance  of  the  Books  of  Samuel  must  be 
evident  to  the  least  attentive  reader.  In  them  we  have  the  only 
sources  of  information  concerning  the  origin  of  the  monarchy  in 
Israel.  How  much  this  implies  will  be  seen  if  we  suppose  the 
names  of  Samuel,  Saul,  and  David  blotted  out  of  our  history  of 
Israel.  Besides  the  direct  information  which  we  receive  from 
their  narrative,  these  books  throw  great  light  upon  the  manners, 
customs,  and  religion  of  Israel,  not  only  for  the  period  of  which 
they  professedly  treat,  but  also  for  the  times  in  which  the  various 
authors  lived  and  wrote. 

An  understanding  of  these  books  is  therefore  a  first  necessity 
to  the  scholar  who  would  correctly  apprehend  the  history  of 
Israel.  Such  an  understanding  is  not  so  easy  to  attain  as  appears 
upon  the  surface.  For  one  thing,  the  Hebrew  text  has  come 
to  us  much  corrupted  in  transmission  —  imperfect  to  a  greater 
degree  than  that  of  any  other  part  of  the  Old  Testament,  with 
perhaps  one  exception.  The  difficult  and  delicate  task  thus 

thrown  upon  the  exegete  will  appear  to  the  careful  student  of 
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this  volume.  In  the  second  place,  these  books  present  peculiar 
'problems  for  the  so-called  higher  criticism.  Nowhere  are  the 
'  phenomena  of  a  complex  literary  process  more  obvious,  and  yet 
nowhere  are  these  phenomena  more  difficult  to  interpret. 

The  expositor  is  encouraged  in  the  face  of  these  difficulties 
by  the  fact  that  excellent  work  has  already  been  done  in  both 
these  departments  of  study.  The  criticism  of  the  text  was 
seriously  undertaken  (though  with  inadequate  apparatus)  by 
Thenius  in  1842,  and  since  that  time  the  problem  has  been 
attacked  by  Wellhausen,  Klostermann,  Driver,  and  Budde.  In 
the  department  of  the  higher  criticism  so  much  cannot  be  said. 
Yet  even  here  the  books  before  us  have  had  as  much  attention 
as  any  part  of  the  Old  Testament,  except  the  Pentateuch  and 
the  Book  of  Isaiah. 

Originality  can  hardly  be  claimed  by  one  who  follows  in  such 
a  train.  I  can  only  claim  that  I  have  carefully  considered  every 
suggestion  of  my  predecessors  and  have  tried  to  judge  it  on  its 
merits.  With  regard  to  the  text,  the  emendations  of  Thenius  and 
Wellhausen  have  become  a  part  of  exegetical  tradition. 

In  my  anxiety  to  be  helpful  to  the  beginner  I  have  sometimes 
explained  that  which  the  more  advanced  student  will  find  to  be 
sufficiently  clear  in  itself.  So  far  as  I  know,  I  have  passed  no 
difficulty  by  in  silence.  That  the  consideration  of  many  passages 
results  in  a  non  liquet  will  probably  not  be  found  surprising. 

The  preparation  of  the  commentary,  after  being  begun,  was 
interrupted  for  about  two  years  by  causes  beyond  my  control. 
For  the  greater  part  of  the  time  in  which  I  was  engaged  upon 
it,  no  good  library  was  within  my  reach.  My  friend  Professor 
Briggs  and  the  librarians  of  Union,  Lane,  and  Hartford  Theo¬ 
logical  Seminaries  generously  relieved  this  difficulty  by  granting 
me  the  use  of  a  number  of  volumes  —  a  courtesy  which  it  gives 
me  pleasure  here  to  acknowledge. 

Amherst,  Mass.,  July  20,  1898. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


§  i.  The  Title. 

The  two  books  are  one  book  in  Hebrew  manuscripts.  The 
division  into  two  was  first  made  by  the  Greek  translators  or  by 
the  Greek  copyists.  As  we  know  from  classic  writers,  the  rolls  on 
which  Greek  and  Latin  works  were  written  were  of  certain  con¬ 
ventional  sizes.  Biblical  books  (Samuel,  Kings,  Chronicles)  were 
divided  into  two  in  order  to  conform  to  this  rule  of  the  trade. 
The  division  passed  over  into  the  Latin  Bible,  but  invaded  the 
Hebrew  copies  only  with  the  first  Rabbinical  Bible  of  Bomberg.* * * § 
The  original  state  of  the  case  is  still  indicated,  in  editions  of 
the  Hebrew,  by  the  Massoretic  summary  which  gives  the  number 
of  verses  only  at  the  end  of  the  second  book,  thus  treating  the 
two  as  one.  In  this  summary  we  find  also  the  phrase  Book  of 
Samuel  used,  and  are  told  that  the  middle  verse  is  the  one  num¬ 
bered  by  us  i  S.  2824.  Origen  is  quoted  by  Eusebius  t  as  affirm¬ 
ing  specifically  that  the  first  and  second  Books  of  the  Kingdotns 
form  one  book  among  the  Hebrews,  and  that  this  bears  the  name 
of  Samuel.  A  Greek  MS.  also  remarks  J  at  the  close  of  i  S.  that 
Aquila  following  the  Hebrews  does  not  divide  but  makes  the  two 
one  book.  Jerome  in  the  Prologus  Galeatus  (printed  in  the 
authorized  editions  of  the  Vulgate)  names  as  third  in  the  list  of 
the  Prophets,  Samuel ’  quern  nos  Regum  primum  et  secundum  dici- 
mus.  With  this  agrees  the  Talmud,  which  names  Judges,  Samuel, 
Kings,  §  as  though  each  were  but  a  single  book. 

*  Published  at  Venice,  1516.  Cf.  Ginsburg,  Introduction  to  the  Massoretico- 
Critical  Edition  of  the  Hebrew  Bible  (1897). 

f  Hist.  Eccles.  VI.  25,  as  cited  by  Kl. 

X  Field,  Hexap.  Orig.  I.  p.  543. 

§  The  passage  ( Baba  Bathra,  14  a)  is  translated  in  Briggs,  Biblical  Study  (1883), 
p.  175  ff.,  and  Briggs,  General  Introduction  to  the  Study  of  Holy  Scripture  (1899), 
p.  252  f. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  title  of  the  book  (or  books)  is  in  the  Hebrew  Canon 
Samuel apparently  because  Samuel  is  the  leading  character  in 
the  earlier  chapters.  The  name  is  unfortunate,  as  Samuel  ceases 
to  be  prominent  after  the  middle  of  the  first  book,  and  David 
occupies  the  narrator’s  whole  attention  from  that  point  on.  The 
infelicity  is  removed  by  the  Greek  translators  who  count  the  two 
books  as  First  and  Second  Books  of  the  Kingdoms,  the  two  fol¬ 
lowing  counting  Third  and  Fourth  of  the  series.  The  Latin 
adopted  a  modification  of  this  form,  counting  four  books  of  Kings 
(Regum).  In  at  least  one  printed  edition  of  the  Hebrew  text, 
this  name  has  been  introduced  by  the  side  of  the  other. 

In  the  more  accurate  editions  of  the  Hebrew  text  2  S.  has  no  heading,  and 
is  separated  only  by  a  space  of  three  words’  breadth  from  the  preceding  book. 
The  note  at  the  end  of  2  S.  begins  Sjodo  iddt  ipiD-j  D13D,  the  verses  of  the 
two  books  together  being  reckoned  1506.  The  edition  which  introduces 
□'dSdhd  (uu’)  ptptn  idd  along  with  ('2)  'N  Snidb’  is  the  edition  of  Plantin, 
1680.  In  ©  we  find  PacriAeiwv  irpuTti,  Sevrepa,  represented  in  some  Latin 
MSS.  by  Reg7iorum  instead  of  Regum.  In  &  Kethabha  dashmu’il  tiebhiya. 

§  2.  Contents. 

The  Books  of  Samuel  form  a  part  of  the  continuous  history  of 
Israel  which  begins  with  the  conquest  of  Canaan  and  ends  with 
the  Exile,  or,  if  we  include  the  Pentateuch  as  is  apparently  the 
design  of  the  collectors  of  the  books,  which  begins  with  the  Crea¬ 
tion  and  ends  with  the  Exile.  This  part  of  the  history  is,  how¬ 
ever,  less  closely  connected  with  the  Book  of  Judges,  which 
precedes,  than  with  the  First  Book  of  Kings,  which  follows.  For, 
while  there  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  the  Philistine  oppres¬ 
sion,  from  which  Samson  began  to  deliver  Israel,  is  the  same 
which  afflicted  the  people  in  the  time  of  Samuel,  we  have  no 
certain  means  of  deciding  how  long  a  time  had  elapsed  from  the 
death  of  Samson  until  the  events  narrated  in  1  S.  1  ;  while  at  the 
conclusion  of  2  S.  the  unfinished  life  of  David  is  immediately 
continued  in  the  opening  chapters  of  1  K. 

The  period  covered  by  these  books  may  be  estimated  at  about 
a  hundred  years.  It  was  evidently  one  of  the  most  important 
centuries  in  the  life  of  Israel,  for  in  it  was  effected  the  transition 
from  the  tribal  form  of  government  (if  government  it  may  be 
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called)  to  the  settled  monarchy  of  David.  At  the  opening  of  the 
period  the  prominent  figures  (Eli,  Samuel)  are  classed  by  the 
author  with  the  heroes  of  the  Book  of  Judges.  Saul  is  the  first : 
who  attempts  to  cement  the  people  together  by  the  monarchy. : 
Although  his  experiment  ended  in  disaster,  there  is  no  reason  to  • 
doubt  that  his  failure  paved  the  way  for  David’s  success.  In  the ' 
long  struggle  against  the  Philistine  oppressor  the  nation  realized 
its  own  unity,  learned  its  own  strength,  and  prepared  to  play  its 
part  in  the  history  of  the  world.  What  light  we  have  upon  this 
time  of  storm  and  stress,  of  heroic  struggle  and  high  achievement, 
comes  from  the  Books  of  Samuel. 

In  accordance  with  what  has  just  been  said,  the  subject-matter 
divides  itself  readily  under  the  three  heads  :  Samuel,  Saul,  and 
David.  But  as  the  three  are  contemporaneous  for  some  years,  the 
sections  overlap,  and  the  transition  period  of  Saul  falls  within 
the  time  allotted  to  Samuel  on  the  one  hand  or  to  David  on  the 
other.  Such  seems  to  have  been  the  mind  of  the  author  (or  final 
redactor)  of  the  Books,  to  whom  Saul  was  of  minor  importance.  ^ 
This  is  sufficiently  indicated  by  the  fact  that  Samuel  is  the  real 
authority  after  Saul  is  anointed,  and  that  so  soon  as  Saul  is 
rejected  David  is  anointed.  To  the  theocratic  view,  the  history  • 
belongs  to  Samuel  and  to  David,  and  its  two  sections  are  i  S.  1-15,  : 
the  life  of  Samuel;  and  i  S.  16-2  S.  24,  the  life  of  David.  The 
life  of  David,  however,  consists  of  two  well-marked  sections,  the  i 
first,  the  period  of  struggle,  is  described  in  1  S.  16-2  S.  1 ; 
the  second,  his  reign  over  Israel,  occupies  2  S.  2-24. 

The  plan  of  the  Book  is  of  course  the  plan  of  the  final  editor.  The  remarks 
just  made  concerning  the  minor  importance  of  Saul  apply  to  the  view  of  this 
editor  alone.  For  it  is  evident  that  the  work  embodies  documents  whose  view 
of  Saul  is  much  more  favourable.  To  the  earlier  writer  Saul  is  one  of  the 
heroic  figures  in  the  history  of  Israel,  and  this  writer  would  doubtless  have 
made  the  story  of  Saul  equally  important  with  the  story  of  David.  The  manner 
in  which  his  work  is  now  interrupted  by  sections  of  a  different  tenor  makes  it 
difficult  to  form  a  distinct  scheme  of  the  Book.  But  the  following  schedule 
will  show  the  subjects  treated  : 

A.  1  Samuel  1-15.  The  Life  of  Samuel. 

1-7.  Samuel  as  Judge. 

ii-4la.  Birth,  consecration,  and  call. 

4ib-22,  The  house  of  Eli. 
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5L-7I.  The  capture  and  return  of  the  Ark. 

72-17.  Deliverance  from  the  Philistines. 

8-J2.  Election  of  a  King. 

8.  The  people’s  demand. 

9,  10.  Saul  is  secretly  anointed  and  then  publicly  chosen. 

11.  Saul’s  victory  over  Ammon. 

12.  Samuel’s  farewell  address. 

/J-JJ.  Saul’s  Early  Reign. 

13.  14.  Defeat  of  the  Philistines. 

15.  Disobedience  and  rejection. 

B.  1  Samuel  16-2  Samuel  i.  Saul  and  David. 

itI-211.  David  at  the  Court. 

161'13.  The  secret  unction. 

1 614-23.  The  service  of  Saul. 

1 71— 1 86.  The  encounter  with  Goliath. 

186-30.  Saul’s  jealousy. 

19.  Attempts  upon  David’s  life. 

20I-211.  David’s  flight. 

2D-26.  David  an  Outlaw  Captain. 

2 1 2-1°.  The  help  of  the  priest. 

2in-225.  The  escape  made  good. 

226-23,  Murder  of  the  priests. 

23.  Saul  seeks  David. 

24.  David  spares  Saul. 

25.  David  and  Nabal. 

26.  David  spares  Saul. 

2J-2  S.  1.  David  as  Vassal  of  Achish. 

27.  David  takes  service. 

28.  Saul’s  extremity. 

29.  David’s  rejection  from  the  Philistine  army. 

30.  Burning  of  Ziklag. 

31.  The  battle  of  Gilboa. 

2  S.  1.  Information  of  Saul’s  death. 

C.  2  Samuel  2-24.  David  the  King. 

2-4.  In  Hebron. 

21— 31.  The  civil  war. 

3s-5.  David’s  family. 

3®-39.  Death  of  Abner. 

4.  Assassination  of  Ishbaal. 
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5-24.  In  Jerusalem. 

5.  Capture  of  Jerusalem. 

6.  Transfer  of  the  Ark. 

7.  The  Messianic  promise. 

8.  Sundry  wars. 

9.  Meribbaal. 

10-12.  The  Ammonite  war  and  David’s  adultery. 

13.  Amnon’s  crime  and  Absalom’s  revenge. 

14.  Absalom’s  recall. 

15-19.  The  usurpation. 

20.  Sheba’s  revolt. 

2 11'14.  The  Gibeonites  avenged. 

2 1  i5-22.  Sundry  exploits. 

221-237.  Two  Psalms. 

23s-39.  Catalogue  of  the  chief  warriors. 

24.  The  pestilence. 

§  3.  Composition  of  the  Book. 

As  is  now  well  known,  the  Hebrew  historians  whose  works  have 
come  down  to  us  made  free  use  of  previously  existing  documents. 
Their  method  is  abundantly  exemplified  in  the  Books  of  Chroni¬ 
cles,  where  we  are  able  to  compare  the  result  and  the  sources. 
Where  the  earlier  documents,  or  sources  of  compilation,  have 
perished,  as  is  the  case  in  the  books  we  are  now  considering,  the 
demonstration  is  not  so  striking.  But  even  here  the  phenomena 
are  sufficiently  plain,  and  enable  us  to  say  with  practical  certainty 
that  the  method  was  the  same.  The  first  thing  that  attracts  our 
attention  in  reading  the  story  of  Samuel  and  David  is  the  obvious 
duplication  of  certain  incidents.  Two  denunciations  of  Eli’s  course  ; 
are  related,  either  one  of  which  abundantly  answers  the  author’s 
purpose.  There  are  two  accounts  of  Saul’s  rejection,  and  the 
second  makes  no  allusion  to  the  earlier.  The  two  (or  three) 
accounts  of  Saul’s  appointment  as  king  are  probably  another 
example.  Two  accounts  of  David’s  coming  to  court  have  long 
given  trouble  to  the  harmonist.  We  have  two  sets  of  negotiations 
for  Saul’s  daughter,  the  later  being  ignorant  of  the  earlier  one. 
There  are  at  least  two  accounts  of  David’s  flight  from  court,  two 
of  his  having  Saul  in  his  power,  two  of  his  seeking  refuge  with 
Achish,  two  of  the  death  of  Saul.  The  difficulty  of  working  these- 
into  one  history  increases  with  each  additional  incident.  The- 
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'simplest  way  to  account  for  them  is  to  suppose  that  they  are  real 
:  duplicates,  —  variant  accounts  of  the  same  series  of  events,  put 
'  together  by  a  compiler  who  wished  to  preserve  for  us  whatever 
.  he  found  of  interest  in  both  (or  all)  his  sources. 

Equally  convincing  is  the  difference  in  style  and  point  of  view, 

-  which  is  noticed  as  we  pass  from  one  section  to  another.  In  one 
place  Samuel  appears  as  the  theocratic  ruler  of  the  people,  com- 
,  parable  to  Moses,  and  to  Moses  alone  among  the  heroes  of  Israel. 
He  administers  the  government  as  the  representative  of  Yahweh. 
The  whole  people  gather  at  his  call,  and  he  rebukes  and  com¬ 
mands  with  more  than  kingly  authority.  In  another  place  he  is 
.  the  seer  of  a  small  town,  respected  as  one  who  blesses  the  sacrifice 
.  and  presides  at  the  local  festival,  but  known  only  as  a  clairvoyant, 
whose  information  concerning  lost  or  strayed  property  is  reliable. 

.  Even  thus  he  is  unknown  to  Saul,  whose  home  is  only  a  few  miles 
away.  With  this  difference  of  view  goes  a  difference  of  political 
theory.  In  one  account  Saul  is  chosen  as  king  by  God,  is  wel¬ 
comed  by  Samuel,  is  assured  that  God  is  with  him  and  encour¬ 
aged  to  act  as  he  finds  opportunity.  His  election  by  God  is  an 
act  of  grace  ;  for  God  has  looked  upon  the  affliction  of  his  people, 
and  now  promises  that  Saul  shall  deliver  them  from  the  hand  of 
the  Philistines.  But  in  other  sections  of  the  narrative  the  desire 
of  the  people  for  a  king  is  an  act  of  rebellion  against  Yahweh. 
Their  act  is  an  act  of  apostasy  parallel  to  all  their  rebellions  of 
earlier  times.  No  wonder;  for  to  this  narrator  the  Philistine 
oppression  has  already  been  relieved  by  Samuel.  By  spiritual 
weapons  these  enemies  have  been  vanquished  so  that  they  come 
no  more  into  the  territory  of  Israel,  and  even  surrender  the  terri¬ 
tory  which  they  had  taken  away.  So  great  a  discrepancy,  not  in 
details  of  the  narrative  only,  but  also  in  the  whole  view  of  the 
same  period,  is  not  conceivable  in  one  author.  It  can  be  accounted 
.  for  only  on  the  hypothesis  that  various  works  have  been  combined 
in  one. 

§  4.  Analysis  of  1  Samuel  i.-xv. 

As  already  remarked,  these  chapters  form  a  distinctly  marked 
section  of  the  work  before  us.  Within  this  section  we  can  easily 
select  certain  paragraphs  which  have  a  common  tone.  In  these 
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Samuel  appears  as  the  theocratic  ruler  of  Israel.  The  most  strik¬ 
ing  instance  is  chapter  73ff-.  In  this  section  Samuel’s  influence 
suffices  to  make  the  people  put  away  their  false  gods  as  by 
a  common  impulse.  At  his  command  they  gather  at  Mizpah. 
Their  assembly  is  a  religious  convocation.  The  Philistine  attack 
finds  the  people  apparently  undefended.  But  the  prevailing 
prayer  of  Samuel  is  stronger  than  earthly  weapons.  Throughout 
the  chapter,  Samuel  reminds  us  of  Moses.  Like  the  great  Law¬ 
giver,  Samuel  rebukes  the  people,  judges  them,  intercedes  for 
them.  Their  victory  over  the  enemy  is  due  to  his  prayers,  as 
the  victory  over  Amalek  in  the  Wilderness  is  due  to  the  upraised 
hands  of  Moses. 

The  parallel  continues  in  the  next  chapter  (ch.  8).  Here  the 
people  rebel  against  their  prophet,  and  in  so  doing  rebel  against 
Yahweh  himself.  Their  action  is  as  ungrateful  as  was  their  mur¬ 
muring  in  the  Wilderness.  Their  hearts  are  incorrigible.  Even 
the  fact  that  Samuel’s  sons  do  not  walk  in  his  ways  is  not  allowed 
to  mitigate  their  guilt.  The  position  of  Samuel  as  Yahweh’s 
vicegerent  is  impregnable. 

The  continuation  of  the  story  is  io17'25.  The  choice  of  a  king 
by  lot  follows  immediately  on  the  people’s  demand.  In  handling 
the  lot  Samuel  appears  not  exactly  as  another  Moses,  but  at  least 
as  another  Joshua.  Like  Joshua  also  he  delivers  a  farewell  address, 
now  contained  in  chapter  12.  This  originally  followed  at  once  on 
the  election  of  Saul.  Its  resemblance  to  Jos.  24  is  obvious.  In 
it  Samuel  still  appears  as  the  executive  officer  of  the  theocracy. 
He  holds  up  to  the  people  their  revolt  against  Yahweh,  and  con¬ 
vinces  them  that  they  have  sinned  in  asking  a  king.  The  convic¬ 
tion  leads  to  no  attempt  to  undo  what  has  been  done,  and  people 
and  king  are  allowed  to  go  on  on  sufferance.  But  they  are  sol¬ 
emnly  warned  that,  if  they  do  ill,  they  and  their  king  will  perish. 

The  forebodings  which  thus  cast  their  shadows  over  Saul’s 
inauguration  are  realized  in  chapter  15.  Although  Samuel  has 
resigned  the  supreme  power,  the  king  is  still  subject  to  his  order ; 
and  he  commands  Saul  to  exterminate  the  Amalekites.  Saul  obeys 
only  in  part,  and  for  his  sin  is  peremptorily  deposed  —  de  jure 
deposed,  for  the  prophet  consents  to  pay  him  outward  honour. 
But  to  the  author’s  view,  the  experiment  with  Saul  has  turned  out 
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a  failure;  and  Samuel  pronounces  the  divine  sentence  to  this 
effect. 

The  common  tone  of  these  chapters  will  be  admitted  by  the 
attentive  reader,  and  their  contrast  with  the  sections  now  inter¬ 
polated  between  them  will  scarcely  be  denied.  And,  reading 
them  in  connexion,  we  discover  that  they  form  an  unbroken  nar¬ 
rative.  Their  author  told  in  them  all  that  he  cared  to  tell  of  the 
life  of  Saul.  But  we  naturally  suppose  that  he  told  more  of  Samuel, 
who  was  to  him  the  important  figure.  And  it  is  altogether  likely 
that  he  introduced  him  at  an  earlier  stage  of  life  than  that  in  which 
he  here  appears  —  already  at  the  height  of  his  power.  It  is  not 
improbable,  therefore,  that  the  account  of  Samuel’s  birth  and 
youth  form  part  of  the  same  document.  And  in  the  account  of 
this  which  we  find  in  i  there  is  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  sup¬ 
position  that  it  is  a  part  of  the  same  history.  With  this  we 
naturally  take  the  call  of  the  prophet  as  narrated  in  3.  As  the 
text  now  stands,  chapter  4  belongs  in  the  same  connexion,  for  it 
is  the  sequel  of  3. 

Provisionally,  then,  we  may  restore  a  life  of  Samuel  which  was 
once  a  separate  document  and  which  embraced  what  we  now  read 
as  chapters  1,  3,  4,  7M7,  8,  io17'26,  12,  15.  I  will  designate  it  Sm. 
We  next  examine  the  parts  which  do  not  belong  to  this  source, 
and  our  attention  is  attracted  by  ^-io16.  This  is  a  continuous, 
and,  for  the  most  part,  homogeneous,  narrative,  contrasting  re¬ 
markably  with  the  one  we  have  been  examining.  It  begins  like 
a  separate  book,  introducing  persons  hitherto  unknown.  When 
Samuel  appears,  it  is  in  a  very  different  character  from  the  one  he 
wears  in  Sm.  This  story  has  little  of  the  theological  character  of 
the  other  account,  though  the  author  shows  piety  of  another 
stamp.  Chapters  11,  i32-i452,  agree  so  well  in  their  tone  with 
9,  10,  that  we  have  little  difficulty  in  joining  them  together.  As 
in  the  other  case,  they  belong  to  a  single  document,  and  are 
apparently  continuous*  This  document  is  a  life  of  Saul,  as  truly 
as  the  other  is  a  life  of  Samuel,  and  we  may  call  it  SI. 

There  are  considerable  portions  which  have  not  yet  been  as- 


*  Some  minor  sections,  which  do  not  at  first  sight  agree  with  the  context  in 
which  they  are  found,  will  be  considered  later. 
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signed  to  either  of  our  two  sources.  The  most  marked  in  its  indi¬ 
viduality  is  the  account  of  the  Ark  in  the  country  of  the  Philistines, 
S1-^1.  It  contains  no  references  to  Samuel  or  Saul,  so  that  we  are 
quite  at  a  loss  to  place  it.  Our  only  clue  is  that  it  presupposes 
the  capture  of  the  Ark,  the  account  of  which  is  now  contained 
in  4.  We  therefore  put  it  in  Sm.,  but  its  individuality  is  so 
marked  that  we  may  suspect  it  to  have  been  embodied  in  that 
document  from  some  source  now  lost  to  us.  Chapter  2,  which 
next  claims  our  attention,  is  made  up  of  several  distinct  para¬ 
graphs.  First  is  Hannah’s  Psalm.  This  is  now  universally  con¬ 
ceded  to  be  an  independent  composition  inserted  in  the  text  from 
some  poetical  collection  like  our  own  Book  of  Psalms.  We  next 
find  an  account  of  the  wickedness  of  Eli’s  sons,  212'17,  followed 
by  a  panegyric  of  Samuel  18-21.  The  next  four  verses  take  up 
Eli’s  sons  again,  while  v.26  recurs  to  Samuel.  Finally,  we  have  a 
denunciation  of  Eli  (2 27-36 )  by  an  anonymous  man  of  God  who 
reminds  us  of  the  similar  character  in  1  K.  131. 

By  experiment  we  discover  that  the  paragraphs  concerning  Eli’s 
sons  and  the  weakness  of  their  father,  with  the  message  of  the 
man  of  God,  can  be  put  together  without  the  references  to  Samuel. 
But  the  references  to  Samuel  do  not  stand  together  (if  taken  by 
themselves),  and  seem  to  have  been  inserted  into  the  other 
account  when  it  was  already  complete.  The  case  is  not  like  that 
of  the  references  to  Eli  in  chapter  1,  for  those  references  are  so 
wrought  into  the  narrative  that  we  cannot  suppose  them  ever  to 
have  been  independent  of  it,  nor  it  ever  to  have  existed  without 
them.  The  riddle  will  be  solved  if  we  suppose  that  Sm.  took 
from  an  earlier  source  the  account  of  the  wickedness  of  Eli’s  sons, 
the  rebuke  of  the  anonymous  prophet,  and  the  account  of  the 
capture  and  restoration  of  the  Ark.  This  material  he  wrought 
into  his  life  of  Samuel  in  the  usual  method  of  the  Hebrew 
historiographer. 


The  analysis  given  above,  so  far  as  the  separation  of  the  documents  is  con¬ 
cerned,  is  the  one  now  the  common  property  of  criticism.  The  only  point  at 
which  I  have  ventured  to  diverge  from  my  predecessors  is  in  regard  to  the 
denunciation  of  punishment  contained  in  227'oti.  This  is  generally  taken  to  be 
a  sheer  intrusion  made  by  a  very  late  hand,  after  the  virtual  completion  of  our 
present  Book.  The  argument  is,  that  it  duplicates  chapter  3  and  takes  away 
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its  point.  The  truth  in  this  is  that  4  is  the  sequel  either  of  227-36  or  of  3.  One 
of  the  two  denunciations  is  superfluous.  But  I  find  it  more  probable  that  an 
author  in  writing  the  life  of  Samuel  should  add  3  to  the  denunciation  already 
in  the  text,  than  that  one  should  put  227-36  into  a  text  which  already  has  the 
message  to  Samuel.  The  author  of  Sm.  must  give  the  honour  to  Samuel  even 
if  he  found  the  anonymous  already  there.  And  that  the  anonymous  is  pre¬ 
supposed  is  evident  from  312,  for  in  this  verse  Yahweh  says :  In  that  day  I  will 
execute  upon  Eli  all  that  I  have  spoken  against  his  house.  The  palpable  refer¬ 
ence  is  to  what  the  man  of  God  has  said  in  the  preceding  chapter. 

The  earlier  document  which  I  here  postulate  consists  of  212  17- 22-25- 27-3(5  4lb-71. 
It  also  contained  originally  some  further  account  of  Eli  and  of  Shiloh  which 
the  author  could  not  use.  One  indication  of  this  is  the  fact  that  Eli  steps 
upon  the  scene  in  i3  without  introduction.  As  a  Philistine  oppression  of  forty 
years  is  known  to  the  author  of  Judges  (131),  from  which  Samson  only  began 
to  deliver  Israel  (Jd.  13s-25),  it  is  not  unlikely  that  this  Eli  document  was  once 
read  in  that  connexion.  The  argument  that  a27'36  is  of  later  date  than  the 
context  has  no  weight  in  the  face  of  the  difficulty  we  meet  in  assigning  a  defi¬ 
nite  date  to  either  of  our  documents. 

So  far  as  Saul  is  concerned,  the  two  narratives  which  we  have 
separated  cover  the  same  ground.  Each  has  an  account  of  his 
election,  both  make  Samuel  the  instrument  of  his  anointing,  each 
gives  an  exploit  of  his,  each  narrates  his  rejection.  They  must 
have  existed  as  separate  histories  before  they  were  combined  in 
our  present  text.  Of  the  two,  SI.  is  evidently  the  older  document. 
It  is  more  primitive  in  its  religious  ideas.  It  has  a  near  and  clear 
view  of  the  personages  and  of  the  progress  of  events.  We  may 
class  it  with  the  stories  of  Gideon,  of  Jephthah,  and  of  Samson, 
which  form  the  groundwork  of  the  Book  of  Judges.  The  other 
account,  so  far  as  it  is  original  with  the  author  whom  we  call  Sm., 
is  less  concrete.  It  idealizes  persons  and  events.  It  is  dominated 
by  a  theological  idea.  It  is,  in  fact,  in  line  with  the  latest  redac¬ 
tor  of  the  Book  of  Judges,  who  embodied  the  Deuteronomistic 
theory  of  history  in  the  framework  of  that  book.  There  is  reason 
to  suppose,  therefore,  that  Sm.  designed  to  replace  the  older  his¬ 
tory  by  one  of  his  own  which  would  edify  his  generation.  This 
design  and  this  method  are  indications  of  a  comparatively  late 
date  —  perhaps  in  or  after  the  Exile. 

The  historical  method  which  joins  together  two  or  more  documents,  narrat¬ 
ing  the  same  events  or  treating  the  same  subject,  is  so  well  illustrated  in  the 
Pentateuch  that  I  need  not  stop  to  argue  the  probabilities  in  its  favour  in  the 
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Books  of  Samuel.  The  original  independence  of  the  document  which  we 
have  called  SI.  accounts  for  the  insertion  of  one  section  which  has  puzzled  the 
critics.  I  refer  to  138-158^  the  first  account  of  Saul’s  rejection  or  of  the  breach 
between  him  and  Samuel.  The  paragraph  is  an  evident  duplicate  of  15  and 
its  insertion  in  the  completed  book  is  unaccountable.  Yet  the  critics  generally 
assume  that  it  is  a  late  insertion  by  an  editor  or  scribe  to  whom  Saul’s  rejection 
in  15  came  too  late.  As  the  reason  why  the  other  events  of  Saul’s  life  are 
duplicated  is  that  they  are  narrated  once  in  each  document,  there  is  a  pre¬ 
sumption  that  the  same  is  true  in  this  case.  The  section  1  ^s-isa  was  gp>s 
account  of  Saul’s  rejection  and  was  inserted  into  his  history  before  Sm.  was 
written.  The  argument  is  briefly :  (1)  that  this  section  was  closely  inwoven 
into  SI.  by  the  preparatory  verse  io8.  This  could  hardly  be  called  the  method 
of  a  mere  interpolator;  (2)  historical  fidelity  called  for  some  account  of  this 
kind.  The  fact  was  notorious  that  Saul’s  kingdom  did  not  endure.  This  was 
as  well  known  to  the  writer  of  SI.  as  it  is  to  us.  Though  far  from  the  prag¬ 
matism  of  Sm.  he  would  yet  find  the  reason  for  this  in  the  will  of  Yahweh  and 
his  prophet;  (3)  this  account  is  as  mild  as  it  well  could  be.  It  does  not  blame 
Saul  but  leaves  us  in  doubt  whether  he  was  really  at  fault.  In  this  respect, 
certainly,  the  paragraph  does  not  show  dependence  on  15,  where  a  high¬ 
handed  act  of  disobedience  is  narrated.  The  gentler  treatment  of  Saul  would 
naturally  come  earlier  in  time;  (4)  only  by  supposing  this  to  have  preceded 
can  we  account  for  the  geographical  location  of  15.  As  is  well  known,  the 
centre  of  Samuel’s  public  activity,  according  to  Sm.,  is  Mizpah.  It  is  here 
that  he  calls  the  people  together  on  solemn  occasions,  and  it  is  here  that  Saul 
would  most  naturally  bring  the  people  for  his  festivities.  Why  then  do  we 
find  the  festivities  and  the  rejection  of  15  at  Gilgal?  Only  because  the  author 
had  before  him  an  account  which  already  made  Gilgal  the  site.* 

It  remains  to  inquire  whether  either  of  the  two  documents  was 
complete  in  itself,  or  whether  one  or  the  other  contained  more 
than  the  life  of  a  single  hero.  The  probability  is  in  favour  of  each 
one’s  being  part  of  a  larger  history.  The  life  of  David  was  so 
important  in  the  eyes  of  any  Israelite  writer  (we  may  feel  sure) 
that  the  life  of  Saul  or  of  Samuel  would  be  treated  as  an  intro- 


*  In  order  to  show  the  state  of  the  discussion  I  have  here  assumed  that  the 
paragraph  in  question  is  exactly  138-158  which  is  its  extent  according  to  the  analysis 
of  Wellhausen,  Budde,  and  others.  The  exact  boundaries  of  the  insertion  how¬ 
ever  are  not  absolutely  certain,  as  the  reader  will  see  by  turning  to  the  exposition 
in  the  body  of  the  book.  I  myself  think  it  begins  with  v.4.  It  should  be  remarked 
also  that  though  the  section  was  in  the  history  of  SI.  before  it  was  joined  to  Sm.,  it 
is  nevertheless  an  addition  to  the  earliest  text  of  SI.  It  fits  so  badly  in  its  present 
context  that  it  shows  itself  to  be  an  insertion.  My  only  contention  is  that  it  is  an 
early  insertion. 
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duction  to  the  story  of  David.  This  is  confirmed  by  the  phe¬ 
nomena  before  us.  Chapter  15,  which  is  as  far  as  we  have  traced 
Sm.,  is  continued  in  i61-13,  while  1452  certainly  prepares  the  way 
for  i614ff.  The  paragraph  1447'51  is  indeed  a  concluding  summary 
such  as  we  find  elsewhere  at  the  end  of  an  important  reign  or 
period.  But  it  is  probable  that  the  author  of  SI.  would  at  least 
give  us  some  account  of  his  hero’s  death.  As  he  has  no  more 
exploits  to  tell,  it  is  not  improper  for  him  to  insert  his  summary 
here.  Still  it  is  possible  that  these  verses  are  a  later  insertion  or 
have  been  transferred  hither  from  some  other  place. 

Redactional  alterations,  made  to  fit  the  documents  together, 
are  not  numerous.  The  most  marked  is  1 i12'14  where  the  proposi¬ 
tion  to  renew  the  kingdom  is  a  concession  to  the  other  document. 
Some  other  minor  alterations  or  insertions  will  be  considered  in 
the  course  of  the  exposition. 

This  is  the  place  to  consider  whether  the  two  streams  of  narra¬ 
tive  so  plainly  discernible  in  1  Sam.  1-15  belong  to  the  Penta- 
teuchal  (Hexateuchal)  authors  commonly  known  as  J  and  E. 
The  affirmative  has  been  maintained  by  recent  critics.*  The 
document  which  I  have  called  Sm.  these  scholars  identify  with  E, 
and  the  other  history  they  attribute  to  J.  Repeated  examination 
of  the  points  of  resemblance  has  failed  to  convince  me  of  the 
identity  which  is  claimed.  Details  may  be  left  until  we  come  to 
the  exposition ;  but  here  it  may  be  allowed  to  say  that  Sm.  shows 
quite  as  many  resemblances  to  D,  or  the  Deuteronomic  school, 
as  it  shows  to  E.  For  SI.  it  seems  enough  to  say  that  its  affini¬ 
ties  seem  to  be  with  the  stories  that  form  the  basis  of  the  Book 
of  Judges  rather  than  with  the  traditions  of  the  Patriarchs  told  us 
by  J. 

§  5.  Analysis  of  1  Samuel  xvi-2  Samuel  i. 

The  problems  presented  by  this  section  of  the  history  are  more 
complicated  than  those  just  considered.  The  confusion  and  in- 

*  The  theory  that  the  Pentateuchal  sources  extend  into  the  historical  books  is  as 
old  as  Gramberg’s  Kritisc/ie  Geschichte  (1830)  and  was  elaborated  by  Schrader  in 
the  eighth  edition  of  De  Wette's  Einleitung  (1869).  It  has  recently  been  revived 
by  Budde  and  Cornill,  with  the  qualified  approval  of  Professor  Moore  ( Judges ,  p, 
xxxiii  f.).  A  judicious  review  of  the  arguments  of  Bu.  and  Co.  is  given  by  Kittel, 
SK.  1891,  p.  44  ff. 
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consistencies  of  the  narrative,  and  the  evident  duplicates  which  it 
contains,  show  that  it  is  composite.  But  as  Saul  and  David  appear 
in  both  accounts,  and  as  Samuel  is  in  the  background,  it  is  more 
difficult  to  separate  the  documents.  Chapter  16  encourages  us 
to  make  a  beginning,  for  it  introduces  David  to  us  twice.  In  the 
first  half  of  the  chapter  he  is  a  shepherd  boy  not  old  enough  to 
be  called  to  the  family  sacrifice.  In  the  second  half  he  is  a  war¬ 
rior  of  experience  and  of  approved  valour.  The  two  sections 
cannot  come  from  the  same  hand,  and  each  of  them  fits  admirably 
to  one  of  the  two  documents  we  have  traced  hitherto.  For  w.1'13 
are  the  logical  sequel  to  15  (Sm.)  ;  since  the  rejection  of  Saul 
must  be  followed  by  some  provision  for  his  successor.  The  other 
account  1614-23  continues  1452  (SI.),  as  has  already  been  pointed 
out. 

The  first  definite  clue  in  what  follows  seems  to  be  1813  where 
we  read  that  Saul  removed  David  from  his  presence  (iftL'la)  by 
giving  him  a  command  of  troops  engaged  in  service  away  from 
the  court.  This  points  back  to  1621  where  David  had  been  made 
his  armour-bearer;  I86-13  therefore  belongs  with  i614-23.  It  did 
not  follow  immediately  on  that  paragraph,  however,  because  the 
song  of  the  women  186  which  is  the  occasion  of  Saul’s  distrust 
must  have  been  preceded  by  some  exploit  of  David’s  which  called 
forth  the  eulogy.  Such  an  exploit  is  indeed  found  in  17.  But 
that  chapter  agrees  more  nearly  (in  its  representation  of  David’s 
youth)  with  the  other  document.  We  must  assume  that  the 
original  paragraph  has  been  omitted,  or  else  that  it  has  been 
worked  over  so  that  we  no  longer  recognize  it.* 

The  chapter  now  under  consideration  gives  an  account  of  two 
of  Saul’s  daughters,  each  of  which  Saul  offers  to  David  as  a  wife. 
The  two  accounts  are  evidently  independent,  and  one  of  them 
shows  reference  to  Sm.  It  is  natural  to  find  in  the  other  i820~29a 
a  continuation  of  SI.,  with  which  it  agrees  in  representing  Saul  as 
hoping  to  get  David  out  of  the  way  by  the  hand  of  the  Philistines. 
In  this  hope  he  is  disappointed  and  the  marriage  takes  place. 
The  account  concludes  with  the  statement  that  Saul feared  David 

*  The  question  whether  the  recension  of  ffi  is  to  be  preferred  to  that  of  S  in  17 
and  18  will  be  discussed  in  the  commentary.  The  presumption  is  in  favour  of  the 
shorter  text,  which  is  that  of  ffi. 
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still  more.  This  would  properly  introduce  one  of  the  attempts 
upon  David’s  life.  Among  several  that  offer  themselves,  the  one 
which  fits  most  naturally  in  the  story  is  1911'17  where  Saul  sets 
guards  about  the  house  of  David.  The  night  in  which  this  took 
place  is  the  wedding  night,  a  time  when  David  would  be  least 
suspicious.  The  evident  sequel  is  the  flight  to  Nob,  212'10,  and 
the  conclusion  to  this  is  the  massacre  of  the  priests  2  21-2-6"23. 

The  most  striking  duplicate  in  what  follows  is  2319-2423  com¬ 
pared  with  26.  It  is  altogether  probable  that  one  of  these  should 
be  assigned  to  each  of  our  documents.  If  so,  26  is  the  one  which 
belongs  with  SI.  because  in  it  David  appears  as  the  daring  warrior 
who  invades  the  enemy’s  camp.  The  intervening  matter  offers 
231'14  which  seems  to  belong  in  the  same  stream.  The  story  of 
Nabal  in  25  and  the  account  of  David’s  service  with  Achish  27. 
29.  30  also  go  well  in  this  connexion.  2  S.  x  seems  to  be  the 
continuation  of  the  same  document. 

Without  denying  the  subjective  nature  of  such  an  analysis,  I 
venture  to  think  that  we  have  a  consistent  narrative  in  the  sec¬ 
tions  thus  put  together,  to  wit:  i614'23  I86-13- 20'29a  1911'17  212'10 
22i.2.6-23  2^1-14  25.  26.  27.  29.  30.  2  S.  1.  What  is  left  is  not  so 
homogeneous,  though  for  the  most  part  the  fragments  fit  together 
fairly  well.  It  makes  David,  the  shepherd  lad  secretly  anointed 
by  Samuel,  come  to  the  camp  of  Saul  where  he  slays  the  Philistine 
champion.  His  introduction  to  Saul  is  followed  by  Jonathan’s 
pledge  of  friendship  (181'5).  Saul,  on  the  other  hand,  is  his 
enemy  at  once  and  tries  to  pin  him  to  the  wall  (i814_16)  —  the  evi¬ 
dent  reference  to  i614’23  does  not  necessarily  prove  the  coherence 
of  the  two  paragraphs.  We  had  reason  to  believe  in  the  earlier 
period  that  Sm.  was  dependent  to  some  extent  on  SI.  The  same 
seems  to  be  true  here.  The  evil  spirit  which  SI.  made  the  occa¬ 
sion  of  introducing  David  to  the  court,  becomes  in  Sm.  the  divine 
inciter  of  Saul  against  David.  Yahweh  is  with  David  to  protect 
him,  while  Saul  is  the  incarnation  of  all  villainy.  So  in  1817"19, 
Merab  is  promised  to  David,  being  his  by  right  on  account  of  the 
defeat  of  Goliath,  but  taken  from  him  by  a  flagrant  breach  of 
faith,  and  given  to  another.  Soon  after,  Saul  orders  Jonathan  to 
slay  David,  but  a  temporary  reconciliation  is  effected,  i830-i97. 
But  at  the  next  exhibition  of  prowess  Saul  tries  again  to  murder 
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David  with  his  own  hand,  19s-10.  David  escapes  and  comes  to 
Samuel  at  Ramah,  where  he  is  miraculously  saved  from  Saul’s 
various  attempts  to  take  him,  1918"24.  This,  it  should  be  noticed, 
is  a  duplicate  account  of  what  we  have  in  io10-12,  and  as  that  be¬ 
longs  to  SI.,  this  is  naturally  attributed  to  Sm.,  where  we  have 
already  placed  it.  The  natural  continuation  is  2111'16,  David’s 
flight  to  Achish,  with  which  we  may  perhaps  connect  2  23’5.  It 
has  already  been  pointed  out  that  2319-2426  belongs  in  this 
document.  Its  tone  agrees  with  this,  for  David  is  saved  by  an 
interposition  of  Providence,  2326,  and  his  enemy  is  delivered 
into  his  hand  by  the  same  power.  The  distinct  recognition  of 
David’s  kingly  future  on  the  part  of  Saul,  2421'23,  seems  to  point 
in  the  same  direction.  Further,  2315-18  should  perhaps  be  taken 
with  this  narrative,  though  it  may  be  a  later  interpolation.  Samuel 
appears  for  the  last  time  in  28,  where,  although  dead,  he  plays  the 
part  assigned  to  him  in  the  earlier  chapters  of  this  source,  and  his 
message  is  vindicated  in  31,  the  story  of  Saul’s  despair  and  suicide. 

Reading  continuously  161"13  ^-iS5  (in  the  text  of  0)  iS14"19 
iS30-^10  1918'24  2iu‘16  22®~5  23n-2426  28.  31  we  shall  find  no  in¬ 
superable  objection  to  considering  them  one  history.  We  have 
thus  accounted  for  all  our  text  except  20  (including  211).  This 
seems  impossible  to  fit  into  either  of  our  sources.  It  is  the  ac¬ 
count  of  Jonathan’s  device  for  sounding  his  father  and  acquaint¬ 
ing  David  with  the  result.  In  the  composite  text  it  comes  after 
Saul’s  repeated  attempts  upon  David’s  life,  when  it  is  simply  ludi¬ 
crous  to  have  Jonathan  deny  that  David  is  in  danger.  But  it  is 
equally  out  of  place  in  either  of  the  separate  sources.  In  one  it 
comes  immediately  after  David’s  flight  to  Samuel,  which,  with 
Saul’s  pursuit,  must  have  been  known  to  all  the  world.  In  the 
other  it  would  follow  David’s  escape  from  his  own  house,  in  con¬ 
nexion  with  which  Saul’s  animus  must  have  been  revealed  to  the 
court  and  to  his  own  immediate  family.  The  only  place  where  it 
would  seem  possible  is  after  Saul’s  first  manifestation  of  hostility, 
which  is  the  first  attempt  with  the  spear,  i89_n.  But  when  we 
place  it  here  we  are  at  once  brought  into  difficulty  by  the  fact 
that  at  the  end  of  the  interview  David  leaves  the  court  for  good 
—  which  contradicts  the  subsequent  tenor  of  both  documents. 
There  seems  to  be  nothing  left  except  to  suppose  we  have  here 
c 
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a  fragment  from  another  source.  The  obvious  purpose  of  the 
story  is  to  prepare  for  David’s  treatment  of  Jonathan’s  son  Merib- 
baal  (Mephibosheth)  in  2  S.9  and  it  is  possible  that  that  story  and 
this  originally  stood  in  connexion.  It  should  be  noted  that  in 
this  chapter  there  is  an  assumption  that  it  was  not  safe  for  David 
to  be  seen  with  Jonathan,  something  which  is  not  intimated  in 
either  of  our  sources. 

Here,  as  in  the  analysis  of  1-15,  I  cannot  claim  originality  in  discovering 
the  paragraphs  which  belong  together.  Earlier  critics,  however,  have  been 
obliged  to  assume  a  number  of  fragmentary  insertions  which  do  not  seem  to 
me  probable.  In  claiming  that  the  book  is  made  up  of  two  fairly  continuous 
histories,  I  do  not  mean  to  assert  that  these  are  not  themselves  composite. 
There  is  every  probability  in  favour  of  this  being  the  case.  It  is  perhaps  suf¬ 
ficient  for  the  present  to  show  the  first  stage  of  the  critical  process.  There  is 
evidently  much  yet  to  be  done.  Some  minor  interpolations  will  be  discussed 
in  the  commentary. 

§  6.  Analysis  of  2  Samuel  ii.-xxiv. 

The  narrative  here  shows  few  duplicate  sections  such  as  we 
meet  in  the  earlier  book.  It  is  now  generally  conceded  that  we 
have  in  9-20  a  block  of  homogeneous  matter  from  an  old  and 
well-informed  source.  It  reaches  a  period  with  the  description 
of  David’s  court  in  2023"26.  A  similar  description  is  given  in 
816-18.  It  seems  natural  to  suppose  that  in  the  latter  place  the 
paragraph  was  intended  to  serve  the  same  purpose  as  in  the 
earlier ;  and,  in  fact,  chapter  8  is  a  compendium  of  David’s  wars, 
designed  to  take  the  place  of  the  more  extended  history  in  9-20. 
Chapters  5  and  7  seem  to  belong  with  8,  for  their  author  empha¬ 
sizes  the  religious  ideas  of  Israel’s  unity  and  of  David’s  significance 
with  reference  to  the  Messianic  hope.  The  tone  of  these  chapters 
would  agree  with  Sm.,  while  there  seems  no  objection  to  making 
9-20  a  part  of  SI.  Chapters  2-4  will  then  belong  with  the  latter, 
while  6  represents  matter  belonging  to  both.  At  least,  it  is 
impossible  to  suppose  either  to  have  lacked  an  account  of  the 
capture  of  Jerusalem  such  as  is  here  given. 

The  curious  appendix,  21-24,  contains  pieces  of  widely  different 
origin.  The  two  calamities  recounted  in  211'14  and  24  seem  to 
belong  together,  and  to  have  been  originally  continuous.  Between 
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them  was  first  inserted  an  old  catalogue  of  exploits  and  of  heroes, 
2 115-22  23s-39.  This  was  in  turn  rent  asunder  by  the  two  Psalms, 
22  and  231'7.  It  is  possible  that  some  of  this  material  belongs  to 
the  documents  already  separated,  and  there  seems  no  internal 
reason  why  we  should  not  make  211-14  and  24  a  part  of  the  history 
from  which  came  9-20.  But  how  they  came  to  be  dislocated 
from  the  main  body  is  difficult  to  say.  It  should  be  noted  that 
the  whole  section,  21-24,  separates  what  belongs  together,  for 
1  Kings  1  is  the  original  continuation  of  1  Sam.  20. 

Spinoza  in  the  Tractatus  Theologico-Politicus  sets  forth  the  theory  that  all 
the  books  from  Genesis  to  Kings  are  the  work  of  a  single  historian.  He  does 
not  discuss  the  Books  of  Samuel  in  detail,  but  probably  held  that  they  (like 
the  Pentateuch)  contain  fragments  of  different  dates.  Richard  Simon  likewise 
does  not  discuss  the  composition  of  these  books  in  detail,  but  is  content  to 
assert  that  the  historical  books  of  the  Bible  are  all  compiled  from  ancient 
records  by  way  of  abridgment.  He  cites  the  opinion  of  Abarbanel  that 
Samuel  and  Kings  were  compiled  by  Jeremiah  out  of  the  records  of  Samuel, 
Nathan,  Gad,  and  other  prophets  or  public  writers  who  lived  before  him.  He 
also  quotes  other  opinions  to  the  same  effect,  and  remarks  that  there  are  in 
these  books  several  ways  of  speaking  which  clearly  demonstrate  that  the  last 
collection  was  not  made  until  a  long  time  after  most  of  these  prophets  had 
lived.* 

The  first  attempt  at  detailed  analysis  of  the  Books  of  Samuel  seems  to  have 
been  made  by  Eichhorn,  in  whose  Introduction  f  we  find  a  comparison  of  the 
matter  common  to  2  Samuel  and  1  Chronicles.  This  he  supposes  to  be  taken 
from  a  common  source,  a  compendious  life  of  David.  He  further  points  out 
that  1  S.  24  and  26  are  duplicates,  and  that  i614-23  and  17U-32  are  inconsistent. 
The  last-mentioned  paragraph  he  strikes  out  of  the  text,  on  the  ground  of  its 
omission  by  (5L  He  points  out  also  that  1  S.  1-3  and  7  are  later  than  the 
adjacent  matter. 

Eichhorn’s  hypothesis  of  a  brief  life  of  David  which  furnished  the  matter 
common  to  Samuel  and  Chronicles  was  ably  refuted  by  De  Wette  in  his  Bei- 
tr'dge  (II.  p.  14  ff.).  The  same  scholar  J  gives  the  evidence  of  compilation, 
beginning  with  the  contradiction  between  i614_23  and  He  adds  that 

these  last  are  not  consistent  with  1731-40.  54  Besides  other  inconsistencies,  he 
points  out  the  duplicate  nature  of  2319-2423  and  26,  recognizes  that  2  S.  21-24 
is  an  appendix,  and  that  the  poetic  sections  are  inserted  from  a  book  of  songs. 


*  Richard  Simon,  A  Critical  History  of  the  Old  Testament,  translated  into 
English  by  H.  D.,  London,  1682 ;  pp.  4,  22,  62. 

f  Einleitufig  in  das  Alte  Testament ,  Fiinfte  Auflage,  Gottingen,  1823,  III.  pp. 
464-533- 

J  In  his  Einleitung  in  das  Alte  Testament,  Vierte  Auflage,  Berlin,  1833. 
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He  does  not  make  a  thoroughgoing  analysis,  and  contents  himself  with  refut¬ 
ing  Bertholdt,  whose  work  is  now  antiquated. 

Gramberg  * * * §  with  genuine  critical  insight  calls  attention  to  the  resemblance 
between  the  pragmatism  of  I  S.  7  and  that  of  the  framework  of  the  Book  of 
Judges.  He  also  recognizes  that  1  S.  and  the  early  part  of  2  S.  consist  of  two 
narratives  which  relate  the  same  events  in  different  ways.  He  disentangles 
the  two  documents,  beginning  with  1  S.  9  and  following  them  through  16. 
From  that  point  on,  his  analysis  is  not  so  successful. 

Ewald  f  divides  the  historical  books  Judges  to  2  Kings  among  six  different 
authors.  He  supposes  the  earliest  materials  to  have  been  statistical,  like  2  S. 
2^8-39,  ancj  tjlaf  tilese  were  taken  from  the  public  records  —  it  is  unfortunate 
that  he  should  class  with  them  1  Chr.  11 10-17  and  I21-22.  Next  to  these  was  a 
narrative,  near  the  events  in  point  of  time,  which  embraced  such  sections  as 

1  S.  13.  14  and  3026-31.  Then  came  an  extended  work,  the  Prophetical  Book 
of  Kings,  which  is  the  source  of  a  large  part  of  the  material  in  Samuel  and 
Kings  (down  to  2  K.  10).  Another  writer,  of  less  vigorous  style,  covered  the 
same  period  —  a  specimen  of  his  work  is  1  S.  5-8,  and  another  is  1  S.  31. 
Later  fragments  inserted  into  the  history  are  1  S.  12.  15-17.  24.  26.  28.  The 
work  thus  compiled  was  Deuteronomically  edited,  brief  insertions  indicating 
the  point  of  view  of  the  editor,  like  1  S.  83- 4  and  parts  of  12.  The  final 
redactor  lived  in  the  Exile,  but  the  changes  made  by  him  in  our  books  were 
slight,  the  insertion  of  1  S.  227ff-  being  the  only  one  mentioned. 

The  analysis  made  by  Schrader  J  assigns  the  greater  part  of  the  books  to 
two  writers  whom  he  distinguishes  as  the  theocratic  and  the  prophetic  narrator, 
and  whom  he  identifies  (as  already  mentioned)  with  the  two  authors  of  the 
Pentateuch  now  generally  known  as  E  and  J.  The  details  of  his  analysis 
however  do  not  bear  examination,  as  he  classes  together  sections  palpably 
inconsistent. 

The  problem  was  taken  in  hand  afresh  by  Wellhausen.  §  With  great  clear¬ 
ness  of  vision  he  separates  the  two  main  sources  of  1  S.,  though  he  is  not 
always  positive  concerning  the  intricacies  of  19  and  20.  In  2  S.  he  makes  6. 
9-20  parts  of  a  life  of  David,  while  pointing  out  the  various  elements  which 
are  put  together  in  the  rest  of  the  Book.  His  conclusion  is  that  the  bulk  of 

2  S.  is  a  literary  unit,  and  that  1  S.  i452-2  S.  81S  is  another  literary  unit,  “  in 
which  however  the  continuous  thread  is  frequently  interrupted  by  foreign 
matter.  These  later  insertions  are  doubtless  supplements  which  attach  them¬ 
selves  to  the  older  connexion,  or  put  a  new  elaboration  in  the  place  of  a 


*  Kritische  Geschichte  der  Religionsideen  des  Alien  Testament,  Berlin,  1830, 
p.  71  ff. 

f  Gesch.  des  Volkes  Israel 3,  I.  pp.  193-244;  ETr,  I.  pp.  133-168. 

+  In  De  Wette’s  Einleitung,  Achte  Auflage,  1869. 

§  In  his  edition  ot  Bleek's  Einleitung ,  the  fourth,  published  in  1878.  This  sec¬ 
tion  is  not  contained  in  the  later  editions  of  Bleek,  but  is  reprinted  in  the  book 
entitled  Composition  des  Hexateuchs  und  der  historischen  Bucher,  Berlin,  1889. 
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genuine  member  of  the  older  document.”  In  i  S.  1-14,  finally,  he  unites 
three  pieces  which  belong  to  each  other  but  which  have  not  sprung  from  the 
same  point  of  view  ( Comp .  p.  265). 

Budde  *  marks  an  advance  by  showing  how  complete  each  of  the  two  docu¬ 
ments  in  1  S.  1-14  is  in  itself.  He  seems  to  exaggerate  however  in  declaring 
that  neither  can  be  shown  to  be  dependent  on  the  other.  In  the  second  half 
of  1  S.  he  finds  the  continuation  of  the  same  two  histories  but  with  consider¬ 
able  supplementary  insertions,  and  he  follows  the  two  documents  down  to 
2  S.  7.  As  already  remarked,  he  believed  them  to  be  identical  with  the  Pen- 
tateuchal  sources  E  and  J,  having  come  to  this  conclusion  independently  of 
Schrader.f  2  S.  8  he  supposes  to  be  a  compendious  conclusion  to  the  history 
of  David  designed  to  replace  9-20,  which  an  editor  sensitive  to  David’s  repu¬ 
tation  left  out  of  the  history,  but  which  one  with  more  historic  sense  afterwards 
reinserted.  This  scholar’s  textual  and  higher  criticism  is  embodied  in  his 
edition  of  the  text.  J  The  student  will  readily  convince  himself  that  the  analy¬ 
sis  in  this  book  is  not  always  correct,  that  the  colouring  is  sometimes  certainly 
wrong,  and  further,  that  his  rearrangement  of  the  chapters  in  2  S.  creates  a 
book  which  in  fact  never  had  any  earlier  existence.  But  the  work  is  never¬ 
theless  indispensable,  and  a  distinct  advance  on  anything  which  had  been 
done  before. 

Kuenen  ( HCO 2.)  comes  to  substantially  the  same  conclusion  with  Well- 
hausen.  A  careful  statement  of  the  phenomena  is  given  by  Driver,  LOT 6. 
pp.  172-185.  While  agreeing  with  Buddjs  that  one  of  the  two  sources  shows 
affinity  with  E,  he  points  out  the  considerable  differences  between  the  other 
and  J.  Cornill  ( Einleitung l)  seems  to  add  little  to  the  results  of  his  prede¬ 
cessors. 


§  7.  The  Text  and  Versions. 

All  existing  copies  of  the  Hebrew  Bible  represent  a  single 
recension  of  the  text.  Extravagant  views  of  the  integrity  and 
perfection  of  this  text  prevailed  among  Jewish  scholars,  and 
passed  over  into  the  Church.  These  views  were  formulated  into 
a  dogma  in  at  least  one  instance ;  and,  with  few  exceptions, 
Protestant  scholars  were  dominated  by  them  down  to  the  present 
century.  The  integrity  of  the  Massoretic  text  was  mildly  ques- 


*  Die  Bucher  Richter  und  Samuel .  1890. 

f  Budde’s  book  was  preceded  by  a  study  entitled  "  Saul  s  Konigswahl  und 
Verwerfung,"  ZATW.  1888.  Cornill  treated  the  same  subject  under  the  title  “Ein 
Elohistischer  Bericht  iiber  die  Entstehung  des  Israel.  Konigtums,"  ZKWKL. 
1885,  and  in  the  Konigsberger  Studien,  1887,  and  ZA  TW.  1890.  His  discussion 
seems  to  have  been  of  material  help  to  Budde. 

+  Part  8  of  Haupt’s  SBOT.  Baltimore,  1894. 
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tioned  by  Cappel,  and  roughly  attacked  by  Morin ;  but  these  are 
.only  the  exceptions  that  prove  the  rule.  The  true  state  of  the 
:  case  with  reference  to  the  Books  of  Samuel  has  been  recognized 
;  for  about  half  a  century.  The  text  of  these  books  in  the  current 
'•.Hebrew  recension  is  more  corrupt  than  the  text  of  any  other  part 
of  the  Old  Testament,  unless  it  be  the  Book  of  Ezekiel.  From 
what  has  been  said  of  Hebrew  MSS.  and  editions,  it  will  be  seen 
that  variations  of  these  among  themselves  give  little  help  in  the 
work  of  emendation.  In  some  few  instances,  however,  the  MSS. 
show  a  better  reading  than  is  found  in  the  printed  copies. 

The  greater  part  of  this  commentary  was  prepared  on  the  basis  of  Baer’s 
edition  (Lipsiae,  1892),  with  frequent  reference  to  the  editions  of  Jablonski, 
1699,  and  Michaelis,  1720.  In  the  final  revision  I  have  carefully  gone  over  the 
edition  of  Ginsburg  (London,  1894).  I  have  also  noted  the  various  readings 
of  De  Rossi  in  his  Variae  Lcctiones  Veteris  Testamenti,  Parma,  1785.  Gins¬ 
burg  gives  a  large  number  of  corrections  in  his  margin,  taken  apparently 
from  the  versions.  I  have  in  no  case  depended  upon  these,  though  in  a  few 
instances  they  have  called  my  attention  to  a  reading  whose  possibility  had  not 
occurred  to  me. 

'  In  the  absence  of  light  from  the  MSS.,  we  must  seek  the  help 
;  of  the  ancient  versions.  And  among  these  the  Greek  easily  takes 
;  the  first  place,  owing  to  its  age  and  to  the  fact  that  it  had  a  Hebrew 
:  original  very  different  from  the  one  known  to  us.  If  we  had  ®  in 
its  earliest  form,  it  would  be  equivalent  to  a  Hebrew  codex  of  the 
first  Christian  century,  or  even  of  earlier  date.  Unfortunately  the 
copies  of  0  now  in  our  possession  have  suffered  manifold  cor¬ 
ruption.  Logically,  we  should  wait  until  their  faults  have  been 
removed,  and  the  uncorrupt  original  has  been  restored,  before 
proceeding  to  the  correction  of  the  Hebrew  text. 

For  this  we  cannot  wait,  as  such  an  edition  is  not  likely  to  be 
published  for  many  years  to  come.  Until  it  appears,  we  may  pro- 
.  visionally  make  use  of  the  material  at  hand.  Various  editions  of 
:  &  are  known  to  us,  and  with  due  care  they  may  help  us  to  valu¬ 
able  improvements  in  our  text.  The  copies  most  accessible  to  us 
are  based  with  a  greater  or  less  degree  of  accuracy  on  the  cele¬ 
brated  Codex  Vaticanus  (B).  Excessive  claims  have  sometimes 
been  made  for  this  MS.,  as  though  it  transmitted  the  original 
Septuagint,  or  were  free  from  Hexaplar  influence.  These  claims 
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cannot  be  substantiated.  Codex  B  represents  one  recension  of ; 
the  text  of  (©,  and  one  recension  only.  But  from  the  number 
of  MSS.  which  are  generally  found  agreeing  with  it,  we  may  con-  '• 
elude  that  it  represents  that  type  with  considerable  fidelity. 

A  second  group  is  represented  by  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  (A) . 
That  this  also  represents  a  recension  —  that  is,  a  form  of  the  text 
modified  by  the  work  of  an  editor  —  must  be  evident  to  every 
reader.  For,  on  comparison  of  A  with  B,  the  former  is  seen  to 
have  been  systematically  corrected  by  a  Hebrew  copy  resembling 
the  one  now  current.  Typical  of  a  third  group  is  the  edition  of 
Lagarde  (L).  This  also  has  been  frequently  corrected  by  a 
Hebrew  copy  or  by  one  of  the  other  Greek  translations.*  But 
with  almost  equal  frequency,  this  copy  has  retained  the  earlier 
reading  along  with  the  correction. 

The  great  divergence  of  these  several  types  of  text  shows  the 
complexity  of  the  problem  which  confronts  the  editor  of  the' 
Septuagint.  For  the  corrector  of  the  Hebrew  it  is  not  quite  so' 
serious.  It  allows  him  to  argue  that  where  these  three  copies  . 
agree  they  represent  a  very  early  type  of  text.  Where  they  agree  . 
in  a  reading  different  from  that  preserved  in  this  reading  ■■ 
deserves  to  be  considered  on  its  merits,  as  if  it  were  the  read¬ 
ing  of  a  very  ancient  Hebrew  copy.  Internal  probability  should 
decide  between  them. 

We  may  go  farther  than  this.  Where  our  Greek  copies  differ 
among  themselves,  we  may  assume  that  the  variation  has  arisen 
in  one  of  two  ways,  —  either  there  has  been  corruption  of  one  or 
more  by  the  ordinary  accidents  of  Greek  transmission,  or  else  one 
or  two  have  been  corrected  by  a  Hebrew  copy.  The  skilful  critic 
will  be  able  to  distinguish  the  cases.  And  in  any  case  he  may 
consider  the  reading  most  remote  from  the  present  Hebrew  as  a 
possible  variant  of  the  autotype.  To  ascertain  the  weight  of 
probability  in  each  particular  case  is  undoubtedly  a  delicate  busi¬ 
ness.  But  it  is  along  these  lines  that  criticism  must  proceed. 
Preceding  commentators  have  worked  along  these  lines,  and  have 

*  In  the  Books  of  Samuel  it  shows  no  special  affinity  with  the  fragments  of 
Aquila,  Symmachus,  and  Theodotion  that  have  come  down  to  us.  Its  agreement 
with  the  current  text  of  3  is  remarked  by  Dr.  and  others.  Cf.  Stockmayer  in 
ZATW.  XII.  p.  218  f. 
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made  many  undoubted  improvements  in  the  text.  Their  argu¬ 
ments  and  results  have  been  attentively  considered  in  the  present 
work. 

Hexaplar  diacritical  marks  have  been  preserved  for  us  in  only  a 
few  instances  in  the  Books  of  Samuel.  The  same  is  true  of  the 
readings  of  the  ancient  Greek  versions  attributed  to  Aquila,  Sym- 
machus,  and  Theodotion.  For  these  I  have  depended  on  Field, 
Hexaplorum  Origenis  quae  Supersunt,  London,  1875. 

The  most  complete  apparatus  for  (5  is  the  well-known  edition  begun  by 
Holmes  and  continued  by  Parsons  ( HP. ),  Oxford,  1798-1827.  The  Books  of 
Samuel  (Kings)  are  contained  in  the  second  volume  of  this  work.  I  have  con¬ 
sulted  it  on  all  difficult  passages.  Repeated  attempts  to  group  the  MSS.  as 
presented  in  this  work  have  given  no  results  in  which  I  have  confidence,  and  I 
have  fallen  back  upon  the  rule  formulated  above.  My  citation  of  <3,  there¬ 
fore,  must  be  taken  to  mean  only  that  (<IABL  agree  in  a  particular  reading. 
The  text  of  B  is  reproduced  in  Swete’s  Old  Testament  in  Greek ,  I.  Cambridge, 
1887,  with  some  corrections  by  Nestle  in  the  appendix  to  Vol.  II.  The  varia¬ 
tions  of  A  are  given  in  the  margin  of  the  same  edition.  The  edition  of 
Lagarde  (which  the  editor  supposed  to  represent  the  recension  of  Lucian) 
is  entitled,  Librorum  Veteris  1'estamenti  Canonicorum  Pars  Prior,  and  was 
published  ir.  Gottingen,  1883. 

;  The  translation  of  the  Bible  into  Latin  made  by  Jerome  (H) 
has  little  independent  value  for  the  correction  of  the  text.  The 
‘  standard  edition  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  does  indeed  fre- 
.  quently  depart  from  the  meaning  of  the  current  Hebrew.  But 
'  careful  examination  shows  that  this  is  due  to  contamination  from 
the  preceding  Latin  version,  or  versions,  made  from  Greek  proto¬ 
types.  When  Jerome’s  own  work  is  cleared  from  these  admixt¬ 
ures  it  is  found  to  represent  a  copy  closely  resembling  3^.  In 
preparing  this  commentary  I  have  examined  3L  by  means  of  the 
apparatus  given  in  Vercellone’s  Variae  Lectiones  (Rome,  1864), 
and  have  cited  as  3L  only  what  is  confirmed  by  such  examination. 

The  readings  of  the  Old-Latin  (l)  sometimes  throw  light  on  the 
Greek  text  from  which  they  are  derived.  I  have  therefore  exam¬ 
ined  the  fragments  contained  in  Sabatier’s  Bibliorum  Sacrorum 
Latinae  Versiones  Antiquae  (1743),  and  also  those  given  by  Ver- 
cellone  from  the  margin  of  a  codex  of  Leon  —  Codex  Gothicus 
Legionensis. 

,  The  Syriac  version  known  as  the  Peshitta  has  apparently  under- 
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gone  a  revision  under  ecclesiastical  authority.  Its  testimony  to 
a  Hebrew  original  is  therefore  open  to  suspicion  —  for  the  im¬ 
portance  of  the  Greek  Old  Testament  in  the  Church  influenced 
the  revisers,  if  not  the  translators,  of  £>.  Where  this  version  dif-; 
fers  materially  from  we  cannot  be  sure  that  the  variation  is  not' 
due  to  Greek  influence.  The  difficulty  of  using  this  translation  in 
criticism  of  the  Hebrew  is  enhanced  by  the  state  of  its  own  text. 
The  only  printed  edition  within  reach  is  that  of  Lee,  which  was  a 
reprint  of  the  Syriac  part  of  Walton’s  Polyglott,  which  in  its  turn 
was  taken  front  the  Paris  Polyglott,  resting  finally  upon  a  single 
MS.  —  of  late  date  and  slender  authority.  The  edition  published 
at  Oroontiah  in  connexion  with  a  rendering  in  Modern  Syriac  dif¬ 
fers  very  slightly  from  that  of  Lee,  and  it  is  not  yet  certain  that  it 
can  be  called  an  independent  witness.  Where  I  have  adduced  a 
reading  of  &  I  mean  the  edition  of  Lee.  In  a  few  instances  this 
testimony  seems  to  have  some  value.* 

The  other  translation  which  throws  light  upon  the  text  is  the 
Jewish  Aramaic  version  known  as  the  Targum  (2T).  It  conforms 
in  general  to  the  type  of  Hebrew  current  among  us.  But  not  in¬ 
frequently  it  shows  an  apprehension  of  the  text  different  from  that 
embodied  in  the  Massoretic  punctuation,  and  occasionally  it 
tacitly  corrects  even  the  consonants  of  the  traditional  copies.  I 
have  collated  the  edition  of  Lagarde,  which  reproduces  the  old 
and  good  Codex  Reuchlinianus,  and  which  was  published  in  1872. 


§  8.  Religious  Ideas  of  the  Books  of  Samuel. 

In  turning  our  attention  to  the  religious  ideas  expressed  or 
implied  in  the  Books  of  Samuel,  we  are  first  impressed  by  the 
variety  of  view  in  different  parts  of  the  work.  In  some  places 
we  have  a  glimpse  of  the  most  primitive  stage  of  Israel’s  religion. 
An  instance  of  this  is  the  treatment  of  the  Teraphim  (1  S.  19). 
We  cannot  doubt  that  this  was  an  image  in  human  form  and  that 


*  The  need  of  a  critical  edition  of  S  is  great.  But  there  is  no  evidence  that  such 
an  edition  will  influence  our  view  of  the  Hebrew  text  to  any  considerable  extent. 
On  the  editions  and  MSS.  the  reader  may  consult  an  article  by  Rahlfs  in  7.  A  TW. 
IX.  pp.  161-210,  and  the  volume  by  Barnes,  An  Apparatus  Criticus  to  Chronicles, 
Cambridge,  1897. 
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it  was  an  object  of  worship.  It  is  mentioned  as  being  in  the  house 
of  David,  with  no  explanation  of  its  coming  there  and  with  no 
betrayal  of  surprise.  We  are  warranted  in  inferring  that  it  was  a 
part  of  the  ordinary  furniture  of  the  Israelite  house.  The  author 
of  the  story  had  no  idea  that  the  use  of  such  an  image  was  contrary 
to  the  command  of  Yahweh,  or  that  it  was  inconsistent  with  com¬ 
plete  loyalty  to  him.  The  worst  enemy  of  Saul  never  accused  him 
of  being  anything  but  a  true  worshipper  of  Yahweh,  and  David  is, 
if  possible,  even  more  free  from  suspicion.  To  understand  the 
position  of  the  author  we  must  remember  that  the  prophet  Hosea 
also  mentions  the  Teraphim,  without  special  remark,  as  coexisting 
with  the  worship  of  Yahweh,  Hos.  34. 

The  narrative  we  are  considering  reminds  us  of  another  passage, 
Gen.  3119  30-35  (E),  where  Rachel  steals  the  Teraphim  of  her 
father.  Here  also  the  presence  of  the  Teraphim  in  the  family 
of  Israel  gives  the  author  no  offence.  Yet  we  can  hardly  avoid 
seeing  that  he  views  them  with  something  of  contempt.  They 
are  carried  off  by  a  woman,  and  when  they  must  be  concealed 
they  are  ignominiously  thrust  under  her  camel  saddle  and  sat 
upon.  This  author  has  a  touch  of  sarcasm  in  his  tone,  from  which 
the  narrator  in  Samuel  is  free.  The  story  of  David  and  Michal 
therefore  represents  an  earlier  stage  of  thought  than  that  of  E. 

It  is  rather  striking  that  the  only  other  reference  to  the  Tera¬ 
phim  in  Samuel  is  at  the  opposite  pole  of  religious  thought.  In 
this  (1  S.  1522)  the  Teraphim  are  classed  with  idolatry  and  witch¬ 
craft  as  an  abomination  to  Yahweh. 

We  shall  probably  not  be  wrong  in  seeing  a  survival  of  pre- 
prophetic  religion  in  the  account  of  the  witch  of  Endor  (1  S.  28). 
The  narrative,  however,  does  not  stand  in  the  same  relation  to 
its  material  as  in  the  case  just  considered.  The  author  condemns 
necromancy  (at  least  as  we  now  read)  and  makes  Saul  in  his 
better  days  to  have  cut  off  its  devotees  from  the  land.  But 
through  the  story  we  are  able  to  see  the  spiritistic  ideas  which 
once  prevailed  in  Israel.  The  spirits  of  the  dead  are  classed  with 
the  gods.  They  possess  superhuman  knowledge.  They  can  be 
induced  by  magical  means  to  reveal  the  secrets  of  the  future. 
This  was  once  religion.  From  the  time  of  Isaiah  it  was  distinctly 
proscribed. 
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That  Yahweh  is  the  God  of  Israel  is  the  faith  of  all  parts  of  the 
Old  Testament.  In  the  older  parts  of  our  book  however  this  is 
taken  in  the  literal  sense  —  his  jurisdiction  does  not  extend  be¬ 
yond  the  land  of  his  people.  David  says  in  evident  good  faith 
(i  S.  2619)  :  They  have  driven  me  forth  from  union  with  the 
heritage  of  Israel,  saying:  Go,  serve  other  gods  !  According  to 
this,  the  exile  is  no  longer  under  the  protection  of  his  own  god, 
but  is  obliged  to  seek  help  from  the  gods  of  the  land  where  he 
sojourns.  There  is  here  no  trace  of  the  later  conviction  that 
Yahweh  is  the  only  God,  and  that  the  gods  of  the  nations  are 
naught. 

But,  as  in  the  case  already  considered,  the  diversity  of  view  in 
different  parts  of  the  Book  is  so  marked  as  to  constitute  contra¬ 
diction.  In  the  Deuteronomic  sections  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  author  has  the  exclusive  view,  according  to  which  the 
gods  of  the  nations  are  no  gods.  This  is  in  fact  distinctly  asserted 
in  one  passage  (1  S.  1221),  which  however  may  be  a  late  expan¬ 
sion  of  the  text.  The  way  is  prepared  for  this  universalism  by 
the  account  of  Dagon  before  the  Ark.  Here  the  god  of  the 
Philistines  is  not  regarded  as  a  nonentity,  but  his  inferior  power 
when  brought  into  conflict  with  Yahweh  is  made  evident. 

No  stress  can  be  laid  upon  the  use  of  the  name  Baal  in  proper 
names,  as  it  proves  only  the  appellative  application  of  the  title 
(Lord)  to  Yahweh.  Nor,  in  the  present  state  of  the  narrative, 
can  we  argue  conclusively  that  the  ephod  used  in  consulting  the 
oracle  was  an  image  of  Yahweh.  It  is  in  the  representation  of 
the  character  of  Yahweh,  that  we  see  the  primitiveness  of  Israel’s 
religion  at  this  time.  Yahweh  is  a  God  inscrutable  in  his  actions 
—  a  God  of  moods  we  might  almost  call  him.  He  instigates  Saul 
against  David  for  no  reason  of  which  the  latter  is  conscious.  Yet 
by  inhaling  the  fragrance  of  a  sacrifice,  it  is  probable  that  he  may 
be  placated  and  thus  his  good  humour  be  restored.  At  a  later 
time  he  instigates  David  to  commit  a  sin,  apparently  in  order  that 
he  may  punish  him,  just  as  he  hardened  the  hearts  of  Eli’s  sons 
in  order  that  he  might  destroy  them. 

Yahweh  may  be  pleased  by  extraordinary  efforts  or  by  extraor¬ 
dinary  self-denial.  For  this  reason,  Saul  adjures  the  people  to 
abstain  from  food  the  whole  day,  confident  that  he  will  be  granted 
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a  victory.  Unfortunately  the  sequel  was  not,  in  this  case,  a  happy 
one,  because  the  injunction  was  violated.  But  this  does  not  make 
the  adjuration  less  meritorious  in  itself  considered. 

-n  Nevertheless  Yahweh  is  a  righteous  God.  He  watches  over 
oaths  and  vows,  and  punishes  their  violation.  This  is  curiously 
illustrated  in  the  case  just  alluded  to.  Saul’s  adjuration  is  unwit¬ 
tingly  violated  by  Jonathan.  Yahweh  is  wroth  and  refuses  to 
answer  when  approached  in  the  use  of  the  oracle.  He  unerringly 
points  out  the  offender  and  would  apparently  insist  upon  his  death. 
It  is  something  extraordinary  that  the  people  interfere  and  ransom 
Jonathan.  Another  instance  of  Yahweh’s  vindicative  justice  is 
given  in  the  matter  of  the  Gibeonites.  Israel  has  sworn  to  spare 
them.  But  Saul  in  his  zeal  for  Israel  breaks  the  covenant.  Blood 
therefore  rests  upon  himself  and  upon  all  his  house.  Yahweh 
becomes  the  avenger,  and  the  blood  is  purged  by  the  death  of 
seven  descendants  of  Saul  “before  Yahweh.”  Thus  (as  in  the 
case  of  Eli’s  house  also)  the  iniquities  of  the  fathers  are  visited 
upon  the  children. 

Yahweh  is  a  God  who  reveals  himself  to  his  people.  Even  the 
individual  (it  would  appear)  may  seek  an  omen  from  casual  things, 
as  did  Jonathan  from  the  words  of  the  Philistines.  But  more  dis¬ 
tinctly  the  divine  will  is  revealed  in  certain  appointed  ways.  One 
of  these  is  the  Urim  and  Thummim  which  we  may  identify  with 
the  sacred  lot.  The  oracle  given  by  the  Ephod  probably  ex¬ 
pressed  itself  in  the  same  way.  Most  distinctly,  Yahweh  speaks 
to  (and  through)  his  prophets,  sometimes  apparently  by  dreams, 
sometimes  in  waking  visions.  He  sends  the  Spirit  also,  which 
produces  extraordinary  effects  in  those  who  are  seized  by  it.  They 
experience  exaltation  of  feeling  so  that  they  join  in  religious 
dances,  rave,  fall  down  in  a  cataleptic  state.  In  other  cases,  the 
Spirit  drives  to  deeds  of  heroic  courage,  or  prepares  the  Anointed 
of  Yahweh  for  his  work  as  a  ruler ;  and  again  it  produces  morbid 
jealousy,  melancholy,  and  deeds  of  frenzy. 

The  extermination  of  the  enemies  of  Israel  is  a  religious  duty, 
for  they  are  the  enemies  of  Yahweh  also.  The  method  of  dealing 
with  them  is  set  forth  in  the  account  of  Saul  and  Amalek.  The 
objects  of  attack  are  solemnly  dedicated  to  Yahweh,  so  that  to 
leave  any  alive  is  to  commit  sacrilege.  We  can  hardly  be  wrong 
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in  supposing  that  their  extermination  was  pleasing  to  him,  as  the 
“devotion”  of  Israel  was  pleasing  to  Chemosh.  The  author  of 
this  section  of  our  history  is  possessed  by  the  idea  of  the  author 
of  Deuteronomy  —  to  leave  the  enemies  of  Yahweh  alive  is  sinful. 

It  is  some  relief  to  think  that  his  history  is  here  the  reflection  of 
his  idea. 

The  pragmatism  which  shows  itself  in  the  Book  of  Judges  is  " 
carried  over  into  the  first  section  of  i  Samuel.  This  is  a  philoso¬ 
phy  of  history,  according  to  which  when  Israel  was  faithful  to 
Yahweh  it  was  prospered  and  kept  in  safety.  When  it  forgot  him 
it  was  delivered  over  to  the  power  of  its  enemies.  Thus  the  Phil¬ 
istine  oppression  conies  because  the  people  have  forsaken  Yahweh 
and  served  Baal  and  Astarte.  When  they  repent  and  seek  their 
God,  he  delivers  them  by  the  hand  of  Samuel.  As  an  expression  ; 
of  belief  in  the  justice  of  God  in  dealing  with  the  nations,  this 
view  deserves  all  respect.  The  mechanical  way  in  which  it  is 
carried  out,  however,  gives  a  one-sided  view  of  the  course  of  , 
Israel’s  history. 

§  9.  Commentaries. 

Among  the  Fathers,  Theodoret  possesses  considerable  acumen, 
and  his  Questiones  in  Libros  Regum  (Migne,  Tom.  80)  will  always 
be  of  value.  The  commentary  of  Procopius  of  Gaza  is  now 
proved  to  have  been  mainly  taken  from  Theodoret.*  The  Ques¬ 
tiones  Hebraic ae  in  Libros  Regum  printed  in  Jerome’s  works  are 
known  to  be  spurious.  They  are  occasionally  interesting  however 
for  their  embodiment  of  Jewish  tradition. 

The  merits  of  the  Rabbinical  commentators  Rashi  (Isaaki), 
Kimchi  (Kamchi)  and  Levi  ben  Gerson  are  perhaps  less  conspicu¬ 
ous  in  their  treatment  of  the  Books  of  Samuel  than  elsewhere, 
because  of  their  dependence  on  the  traditional  text.  Besides 
these,  which  are  contained  in  Buxtorf’s  Rabbinical  Bible,  I  have 
consulted  Abarbanel  in  the  edition  of  1686,  and  the  portions  of 
Tanchum’s  Arabic  commentary  published  by  Haarbriicker  (1844). 

Among  the  Roman  Catholic  expositors  I  know  only  Cornelius 
a  Lapide,  in  the  edition  of  Venice,  1700,  and  those  who  are  cited 
by  Poole  in  his  Synopsis,  or  by  Schmid  in  his  commentary. 


*  Cf.  Eisenhofer,  Procopius  von  Gaza,  Freib.  1897. 
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Among  the  Protestant  scholars  of  the  seventeenth  century  a 
high  place  must  be  accorded  to  Sebastian  Schmid  of  Strasburg. 
His  commentary  on  the  Books  of  Samuel  (two  volumes,  quarto, 
1687,  1689)  is  a  monument  of  solid  and  judicious  learning. 
The  author  shares  the  prejudice  of  his  time  in  favour  of  the 
received  text,  and  the  theological  questions  which  he  discusses  at 
length  have  to  us  lost  a  large  part  of  their  interest.  But,  so  far 
as  the  text  on  which  he  comments  is  uncorrupt,  the  author’s  judg¬ 
ment  is  sound,  and  much  that  is  of  value  in  recent  conservative 
commentaries  is  derived  from  him.  Among  Reformed  theo¬ 
logians  Clericus  (Le  Clerc)  is  much  esteemed.  His  commentary 
on  Samuel  appeared  in  1708.  The  often  suggestive  Annotationes 
of  Grotius  are  embodied  in  the  Biblia  Ilia  strata  of  his  Lutheran 
opponent  Calov.  Of  this  I  have  used  the  second  edition  (1719). 

The  questions  of  textual  criticism  which  have  come  to  the  front 
in  recent  years  were  first  fairly  discussed  by  Thenius.  He  under¬ 
took  systematically  to  correct  the  text  by  comparison  of  the  ancient 
versions.  His  commentary  forms  part  of  the  Kurzgefasstes  Exe- 
getisches  Handbuch.*  Thenius  sometimes  goes  too  far  in  his 
preference  for  the  reading  of  (®,  but  this  should  not  make  us 
undervalue  his  really  pioneer  work.  The  next  step  was  taken  by 
Wellhausen  in  his  Text  der  Bucher  Samuelis  (1871).  The  author’s 
well-known  brilliancy  and  balance  are  manifest  in  this  early  work, 
and  all  succeeding  commentators  are  indebted  to  it.  The  only 
criticism  to  be  made  upon  it  is  that  it  is  not  always  sufficiently 
appreciative  of  the  work  accomplished  by  Thenius.  Keil  alone, 
of  recent  expositors,  holds  on  to  a  conception  of  the  Hebrew 
text  inherited  from  the  seventeenth  century,  and  his  commentary 
(second  edition,  1875)  refuses  to  recognize  the  most  evident  gains 
of  recent  scholarship.  The  exposition  of  Erdmann  in  Lange’s 
Bibelwerk  is  accessible  in  an  English  translation  (1877).  The 
author  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  in  advance  of  Keil,  but  his  Ameri¬ 
can  editor  (Professor  Toy)  has  enriched  the  work  with  notes  which 
show  a  scholarship  abreast  of  the  times.  The  great  work  of  Reuss, 
La  Bible,  Traduction  Nouvelle  (Paris,  1874),  contains  in  its  first 


*  The  first  edition  was  published  in  1842 ;  the  second  in  1864 ;  a  third,  edited  by 
Lohr,  has  just  appeared  (1898). 
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volume  a  lucid  translation  of  the  historical  books,  with  brief  but 
luminous  notes.  The  translation  and  notes  of  Klostermann  are 
always  original  and  ingenious.  His  treatment  of  the  text  is  free 
from  bias  and  often  suggestive.  The  majority  of  his  conjectural 
emendations,  however,  have  not  commanded  general  assent.  His 
work  is  a  part  of  the  Kurtzgefasster  Kommentar  of  Strack  and 
Zockler,  and  was  published  in  1887.  Budde’s  Richter  und  Samuel 
(1890)  has  already  been  alluded  to.  It  contains  valuable  notes 
on  the  text.  The  edition  of  the  text  in  SBOT.  by  the  same 
author  also  deserves  mention  here  as  well  as  among  the  introduc¬ 
tory  works. 

In  English  the  only  help  to  the  understanding  of  this  part  of 
the  Bible  which  deserves  mention  is  Driver’s  Notes  on  the  Hebreiv 
Text  of  the  Books  of  Samuel  (1890).  The  book  has  a  valuable 
introduction  on  Hebrew  palaeography,  and  discusses  with  great 
fulness  questions  of  textual  criticism.  As  the  author  confesses  his 
frequent  dependence  on  Wellhausen,  so  I  do  not  hesitate  to  avow 
that  I  have  frequently  adopted  an  explanation  from  him. 

In  addition  to  the  books  mentioned,  I  have  had  constantly  by 
me  Kittel’s  translation  in  Kautzsch’s  Heilige  Schrift  des  Alien 
Testaments.  I  have  examined  also  a  number  of  programmes, 
dissertations,  and  pamphlets,  some  of  which  will  be  referred  to  in 
the  notes. 

A  list  of  abbreviations  will  be  found  at  the  end  of  the  volume. 
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i  SAMUEL  I.-XV.  THE  LIFE  OF  SAMUEL  DOWN  TO 
THE  REJECTION  OF  SAUL. 

As  the  final  redactor  of  the  Books  regarded  it,  this  section 
makes  one  division  of  his  work.  The  legitimate  rule  of  Samuel 
was  succeeded  by  the  legitimate  rule  of  David ;  Saul  played  but 
a  subordinate  part.  That  this  was  not  the  mind  of  one  of  his 
sources  is  evident  from  what  has  been  said  in  the  Introduction 
(see  above  p.  xviii). 

I.  1-XV.  la.  Samuel’s  birth  and  call.  —  Hannah,  the  child¬ 
less  wife  of  Elkanah,  grieves  over  her  privation  and  prays  for  a 
son.  Her  prayer  is  answered,  and  in  accordance  with  the  vow 
made  in  her  prayer  she  dedicates  her  son  to  the  service  of  Yahweh. 
He  is  therefore  brought  to  the  sanctuary  at  Shiloh  when  yet  a  boy. 
Here  his  behaviour  is  in  marked  contrast  to  that  of  the  hereditary 
priests,  the  sons  of  Eli.  While  yet  a  lad  (as  it  would  seem)  he 
becomes  a  prophet  by  the  divine  call,  and  the  first  revelation 
which  he  receives  is  a  denunciation  of  punishment  on  Eli  for  his 
indulgence  of  his  sons.  This  revelation  is  followed  by  others, 
which  establish  Samuel’s  reputation  as  a  prophet  throughout 
Israel. 

The  piece  begins  like  the  stories  appended  to  the  history  of  the 
Judges,  Jd.  171  191  (cf.  132).  The  place  to  which  it  introduces 
us  is  Shiloh,  where  we  find  the  Ark  of  God  under  the  guardianship 
of  Eli  and  his  family,  and  where  there  is  a  temple  for  it.  The 
time  is  not  far  from  that  commemorated  by  the  story  of  Samson, 
as  the  Philistines  are  the  prominent  enemies  of  Israel.  Probably 

3 


4 


i  SAMUEL 


the  author  of  the  Book  of  Judges  had  in  mind  the  story  of  Eli  or 
of  Samuel,  or  even  of  Saul,  when  he  credited  Samson  with  only 
the  beginning  of  deliverance  (Jd.  135).  Shiloh  appears  as  the 
sanctuary  of  Israel  in  the  Book  of  Joshua  in  at  least  one  passage 
ascribed  to  JE  (i88-10)  as  well  as  in  others  of  later  date,  also  in 
Jd-  1831  in  an  insertion  which  is  classed  with  E.  The  prominence 
given  to  this  sanctuary  in  our  present  account  makes  it  probable 
that  the  various  documents  are  in  some  way  connected. 

Our  account,  however,  is  not  a  unit.  It  has  received  at  least 
one  insertion  from  an  extraneous  source  in  the  Song  of  Elannah. 
Again,  the  warning  of  Eli  by  an  anonymous  man  of  God  (227~36) 
unpleasantly  duplicates  the  message  revealed  to  Samuel  in  the 
next  chapter.  One  of  the  two  is  superfluous.  Against  the  opinion 
of  most  critics  which  sees  in  2s7'36  a  barefaced  insertion,  I  have 
given  reasons  above  (Introduction,  p.  xix  f.)  for  supposing  that  it 
was  already  a  part  of  the  account  of  Eli’s  sons  which  the  author 
used  in  writing  the  life  of  Samuel. 

That  the  earlier  part  of  1  Sam.  properly  belongs  in  the  period  of  the  Judges 
has  often  been  pointed  out.  That  there  was  ever  a  separate  book  of  Judges 
which  included  1  Sam.  1-12  cannot  be  certainly  asserted.  Graf*  claims  that 
Jd.  17  18  19-21  and  1  Sam.  i-72a  are  from  the  same  source.  But  no  one 
seems  to  have  followed  him  in  this,  and  the  character  of  the  documents  is 
quite  dissimilar.  If  the  assertion  had  been  limited  to  Jd.  17  18  and  1  Sam. 
3-6,  more  could  be  said  in  its  favour.  Graf  also  points  out  that  the  speech 
of  Samuel  in  1  Sam.  12  marks  the  close  of  the  period  of  the  Judges,  as  Joshua’s 
farewell  address  marks  the  close  of  the  period  of  conquest.  To  this  Ivuenen  f 
adds  the  obvious  argument  that  both  Eli  and  Samuel  are  called  Judges,  1  Sam. 
4I8  715-17_  -phe  latter  passage,  however,  uses  the  term  judge  in  a  different  sense 
from  that  which  it  has  in  the  Book  of  Judges.  That  at  some  time  Eli  was 
counted  among  the  Judges  of  Israel  is  possible.  But  it  seems  impossible  to  fit 
both  him  and  Samuel  into  the  scheme  of  the  author  of  the  present  Book  of 
Judges.  At  the  same  time  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  point  of  view  of  the 
author  of  1  Sam.  72-17  was  very  similar  to  his.  J 

1-18.  Hannah’s  prayer.  —  The  story  introduces  us  at  once  to 
the  principal  characters  :  There  was  a  man  of  the  Ramathites ,  a 

*  Gesch.  BB.  p.  98.  I  have  not  seen  the  dissertation  De  Templo  Silonensi  to 
which  he  refers. 

t  HCO\  I.  p.  337. 

J  Cf.  Bu.,  RS,  p.  201,  Ki.  GH,  II.  pp.  29-32. 
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Zuphite  of  the  hill  country  of  Ephraim  whose  name  was  Elkanali ] 
cf.  similar  openings,  Jd.  132,  1  S.  91.  There  has  possibly  been 
conflation  in  the  description.  That  he  was  a  Ramathite  would 
be  enough  to  indicate  that  he  was  of  the  hill  country  of  Ephraim, 
without  the  addition  of  those  words.  Ramah  is  a  common  Old 
Testament  name,  designating  at  least  eight  different  places.  Four 
localities  have  been  identified  with  the  Ramah  of  Elkanah  and 
Samuel.  These  are  Beit  Rima  thirteen  miles  northeast  of  Lydda, 
Ram  Allah  nine  miles  north  of  Jerusalem,  Er-Ram  four  miles 
nearer  that  city,  and  Neby  Samwil  about  four  miles  northwest  of 
it.  The  first  of  these  seems  too  near  the  Philistine  territory,  the 
last  two  are  in  Benjamin.  The  Biblical  data  are  not  sufficient  to 
decide  the  question  with  certainty,  but  my  own  mind  inclines  to 
Ram  Allah  as  having  the  probability  on  its  side.  Zuph  occurs 
again  as  the  name  of  the  district  in  which  Saul  finds  the  home  of 
Samuel,  g5.  The  genealogy  given  seems  to  leave  no  doubt  that 
Elkanah  was  an  Ephraimite  by  blood.  —  2.  As  in  some  other 
cases  where  a  man  had  two  wives,  sorrow  was  caused  by  the  fact 
that  one  was  blessed  with  children,  while  the  other  had  no  child — 
so  we  should  read  here  with  <©.  She  would  not  have  grieved, 
had  she  had  even  one.  The  case  of  Rachel  before  the  birth  of 
Joseph  will  occur  to  every  one.  The  name  Hannah  corresponds 
to  the  English  name  Grace,  and  Peninnah  means  Coral  or  Pearl. 
—  3.  Elkanah  used  to  go  up  year  by  year  to  worship  and  to  sacri¬ 
fice  to  Yahweh  Sebaoth  in  Shiloh']  the  institution  of  the  pilgrimage 
is  apparently  as  old  as  the  existence  of  shrines.  That  Elkanah 
went  once  a  year  seems  to  point  to  a  time  when  the  three  yearly 
festivals  were  not  yet  regarded  as  obligatory.  The  divine  name 
Yahweh  Sebaoth  occurs  in  Samuel  eleven  times,  and  all  seem  to 
belong  to  the  later  strata  of  the  book.  The  meaning  of  the  name 
has  been  much  discussed.  To  our  conception  Yahweh  is  appropri¬ 
ately  called  God  of  the  hosts  of  heaven ,  understanding  by  the  hosts 
either  the  stars  or  the  angels.  But  to  the  earlier  thought  of  Israel, 
the  angels  were  unknown.  God  of  the  armies  of  Israel  is  favoured 
by  the  fact  that  niX22t  does  designate  these  armies  in  many  pas¬ 
sages  (Ex.  74  1217  Num.  i3,  al.).  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that 
Amos,  the  earliest  writer  to  whom  we  can  trace  the  appellation, 
seems  to  have  been  especially  impressed  by  the  fact  that  Yahweh 


6 


i  SAMUEL 


uses  the  armies  of  the  heathen  for  the  accomplishment  of  his  ends, 
Am.  313f-  413  513.  He  is  therefore  God  of  the  nations,  not  of 
Israel  alone.  Shiloh  is  the  modern  Seilun,  and  its  situation  is 
described  in  Jd.  21 19  as  north  of  Bethel,  east  of  the  road  which 
goes  up  from  Bethel  to  Shechem.  There  was  a  yearly  festival  there 
in  the  time  of  the  judges,  Jd.  2i19ff'.  In  order  to  an  understanding  of 
what  follows,  the  narrator  adds  :  And  Eli  and  his  two  sons,  Hophni 
and  Phinehas,  were  there  priests  to  Yahweh ]  the  text  is  that  of  3. 

1.  BTiDin-p]  The  pointing  makes  the  name  of  the  place  Ramathaim. 
This  name  (that  is,  the  dual  form,  later  Arimathaea)  does  not  appear  else¬ 
where  in  the  Old  Testament,  but  even  in  this  same  account  (v.19)  is  given  as 
a  singular.  We.,  TBS.,  p.  35,  therefore  supposes  an  attempt  made  in  this 
instance  to  substitute  a  more  modern  form  for  the  older,  which,  however,  did 
not  extend  beyond  this  single  case.  It  seems  simpler  with  Kl.  to  point  D'rain, 
for  which  we  may  cite  'nmn  1  Chr.  2727.  —  D’cvs  cncin]  is  grammatically 
impossible.  For  the  second  word  we  have  2ei<£d  ©B,  which  indicates  suffi¬ 
ciently  that  the  □  has  come  from  the  following  word.  2T  seems  to  feel  the 
difficulty  in  the  received  text,  for  it  renders  n'nSnc.  The  restoration 
of  We.  is  now  generally  adopted,  as  above. — Dm1]  (5  renders  ^cm',  but 
1  Chr.  619  seems  to  go  back  to  JiJ.  —  'max]  seems  to  have  been  originally 
equivalent  to  Epliraimite,  Jd.  125  1  K.  II26.  In  this  place,  however,  ©  has  iv 
Nacrei/3  E^pdi/r,  so  that  the  original  may  have  been  nnsN  qis  p  as  suggested 
by  We.  —  2.  nnx]  a  number  of  MSS.  have  nnxn. —  nnh’  px]  oik  7/v  vaibiov 
(3  seems  more  forcible.  —  3.  nSjn]  the  perfect  with  Waw  Consecutive  is  used 
of  customary  action.  Dr.,  Tenses 3,  §  120;  Dav.,  Syntax,  §  54;  Konig,  Syntax, 
367^. —  npn  Ninn  tmxn]  @b  has  simply  6  AvOpuiros;  the  shorter  text  has  the 
presumption  in  its  favour.  —  no'D'  O'D'D]  Ex.  1310  Jd.  n4!)  2119,  cf.  Kon., 
Syntax,  266  a.  nixtix  mm  —  besides  the  Bible  Dictionaries  the  student  may 
consult  ZATIV.  VI.  p.  17;  PRE.~,  article  Zebaoth;  Smend,  Alttest.  Religions- 
geschichte,  p.  185  ff.  On  the  pronunciation  of  the  name  of  Israel’s  God, 
ZATIV.  III.  p.  280  f.,  IV.  p.  21  ff.  —  utf]  ’HXel  koX  oi  5i jo  viol  avTov  <§. 

It  is  necessary  that  Eli  should  be  mentioned  because  he  appears  in  the  imme¬ 
diate  sequel.  There  is  every  reason  to  adopt  the  reading  of  therefore. 
Even  if  Eli  had  been  mentioned  in  some  preceding  part  of  this  history  now 
lost,  it  would  be  quite  as  appropriate  to  mention  him  here  as  to  mention  his 
sons  alone.  The  change  to  may  possibly  have  been  made  to  shield  Eli 
from  the  blame  afterwards  pronounced  upon  his  sons.  We.  and  Dr.  decide 
against  ®,  while  Bu.  supposes  that  the  original  was  simply  po  ^7  dspi.  The 
name  Phinehas  is  said  to  mean  negro  in  Egyptian  (Lauth,  ZDMG.  XXV. 
P-  139)- 

4-8.  The  point  of  interest  is  the  behaviour  of  Hannah.  The 
author,  therefore,  means  to  say  that  on  one  occasion  Hannah 
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wept  and  could  not  eat.  But  the  connexion  is  broken  by  a  long 
sentence,  which  gives  an  account  of  Peninnah’s  habitual  scornful 
treatment  of  her  rival.  The  result  is  awkward,  and  we  must  con¬ 
cede  the  possibility  that  the  text  has  been  interpolated.  As  it 
stands,  we  must  make  a  long  parenthesis  :  It  came  to  pass  on  one 
occasion  that  Elkanah  sacrificed  ( now  he  used  to  give  portions  to 
Peninnah  and  her  children,  but  to  Hannah  one  portion  though  he 
loved  her,  and  her  rival  would  vex  her  .  .  .)  and  she  wept  and 
would  not  eat.  The  words  are  plain  enough  in  themselves,  with 
the  exception  of  c'SX,  which  will  be  discussed  in  the  critical  note. 

—  6.  The  received  text  asserts  that  her  rival  vexed  her,  taunting 
her  with  her  barrenness.  The  expression  is  somewhat  confused, 
however,  and  it  is  noticeable  that  (!§  in  its  primitive  form  only 
asserts  that  she  (Hannah)  was  greatly  troubled.  There  is  reason 
to  suspect  the  text.  —  7.  The  received  text  must  mean:  So  he 
would  do  year  by  year~]  making  Elkanah  the  subject.  In  this  case 
we  must  (by  a  change  of  the  points  only)  read  :  as  often  as  he 
came  up  to  the  house  of  Yahweh.  The  next  clause  is  either  an  in¬ 
terpolation  or  corrupt.  Conjecturally  we  may  read  :  But  Han¬ 
nah  covered  her  face  and  wept  and  would  not  eat.  —  8.  Elkanah 
endeavours  to  comfort  her  :  Why  wilt  thou  weep  and  wilt  not  eat, 
and  why  does  thy  heart  reproach  thee .?]  The  rhetorical  question 
is  followed  by  another :  Am  I  not  better  to  thee  than  ten  sons  P] 
The  answer  would  have  been  in  the  affirmative,  but  it  was  for  his 
sake  that  she  wished  children,  so  the  attempt  at  consolation 
rather  opened  the  springs  of  grief  afresh. 

4.  The  author  begins  njpStt  mr>l  m'n  irm  as  though  he  were  going  to  relate 
what  happened  on  one  particular  occasion.  He  then  drops  into  the  frequen¬ 
tative  tense  jrui  as  though  what  followed  was  a  common  experience,  and  this 
is  kept  up  until  the  end  of  v.7,  where  we  find  mum  which  would  naturally 
connect  with  mm.  The  result  is  an  obscure  sentence,  and  <55  unfortunately 
gives  little  help.  —  onn  vm]  i  S.  141  2  K.  48-11.18  j0b  16.  There  seems  no 
reason  to  separate  the  phrase  from  others  like  N’nn  'mi,  cf.  also  li'inn  'D'l 
1  S.  2024,  Ges.23  12617.  —  jnji]  one  is  tempted  to  change  to  jrm,  which  is 
apparently  favoured  by  (55-  But  this  would  involve  change  of  the  following 

verbs. _ mnum  nua'SeSi]  <55B  has  simply  /cat  toTs  vioTs  avTrjs,  which  is  original. 

The  expansion  of  such  phrases  by  a  scribe  is  too  common  to  call  for  remark. 

—  5.  D’BN]  is  impossible;  irAr]v  & Tl  <55B  points  to  'iTDDN,  cf.  Num.  I3i8  Dt. 
15I  Jd.  49  Am.  9s,  where  it  evidently  means  nevertheless.  It  is  awkward,  how- 
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ever,  to  say :  Nevertheless  he  loved  Hannah  and  Yahweh  had  shut  her  womb. 
We  expect  the  author  either  to  say  only  one  portion  (mD1?)  in  contrast  to 
Peninnah,  or  else  to  say  that  he  distinguished  her  in  some  way  as :  he  gave 
her  a  portion  before  them.  The  latter  alone  would  be  accounted  for  by  the 
following  'o.  There  is  reason  to  suppose,  therefore,  that  the  corruption  is 
incurable  in  the  present  state  of  our  knowledge:  Kara  irpboomov  <3L;  tristis 
%  seem  to  be  attempts  to  render  the  text  of  pj.  —  "pro  ®  gives  a  good  sense, 
but  cannot  be  got  out  of  the  present  text,  and  it  is  difficult  to  suppose  that  this 
translator  had  another  reading  before  him.  Bu.  supposes  that  the  original 
may  have  been  D'DN  ID.  But  the  point  of  the  narrative  is  that  Hannah  wept 
because  of  the  contrast  between  herself  and  her  co-wife,  not  because  of  any¬ 
thing  in  her  husband’s  mien.  —  6.  The  verse  is  removed  by  Bu.  to  the  margin 
of  his  text  as  a  later  insertion,  but  without  sufficient  reason.  As  it  stands  we 
must  render  and  her  rival  provoked  her.  —  ms]  the  co-wife,  as  is  shown  with 
abundant  learning  by  Lagarde,  Mittheilungen ,  I.  125  ff.  In  this  place,  however, 
@B  renders  Kara  tt)v  avrijs,  evidently  reading  nmss.  This  would  join 

very  well  to  the  preceding  clause  of  (9B.  ‘  For  the  Lord  had  not  given  her  a 

son  like  her  rival.’  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  does  not  join  well  with  what  fol¬ 
lows.  A  further  difficulty  is  made  by  nnjnn,  an  abnormal  form,  Ges.26  §  22  s.  The 
verb  in  the  Hiphil  is  always  to  thunder,  in  the  Qal  to  roar  (Ps.  9611).  The 
word  is  probably  corrupt  here,  as  neither  of  these  meanings  is  appropriate. 
After  naja  we  expect  mention  of  the  cause  of  Hannah’s  grief — nnonn  najja 
would  give  a  good  sense.  ©B  seems  to  have  read  nr  naya.  —  7.  nspyi]  must  have 
Elkanah  in  mind  as  the  actor,  which  indeed  he  was.  There  seems  to  be  no 
reason  for  changing  to  na»j?n  (Dr.).  The  nnSy  which  follows  must  be  nhSy  of 
course,  though  3L  seems  to  favour  nr\hy;  maa]  should  be  n'3.  The  words 
naani  njDjan  p  make  a  difficulty  by  their  abrupt  change  of  subject.  It  is  not 
unlikely  therefore  that  njn  is  represented  in  the  last  three  letters  of  the  first 
verb.  Kl.’s  proposal  to  read  run  D2.n1,  and  Hannah  covered  her  face  in  sign 
of  grief,  is  attractive.  (9  seems  to  have  read  Dyam,  real  i)9vp.eu  With  nn 
nnSy  cf.  Dn«x  no  1  S.  1830.  8.  After  run  (9  introduces  real  eiirev  avrip  T5oi> 

lydi,  Kvpie  •  real  ehrev  abr-fi.  This  is  entirely  appropriate,  but  if  original  it  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  see  how  it  was  lost.  For  noS  (5  has  :  tI  earl  001  6Vi,  which  has  no  claim 
to  be  more  original,  but  probably  goes  back  to  a  variant  Hebrew  text.  —  j n' 
722S]  t  vitrei  <xe  7)  Kapbla  oov,  which  indicates  pa1?  p\  This  is  more  appro¬ 
priate,  for  'aS  jni  is  used  of  the  heart  that  hardens  itself  against  its  neighbour, 
Dt.  1510.  Plannah  no  doubt  reproached  herself  with  her  shortcoming,  though 
it  was  not  voluntary.  Her  husband  exhorts  her  not  to  blame  herself,  which  is 
precisely  what  she  was  doing  —  her  heart  smote  her  is  the  natural  expression 
in  the  case. 


9-11.  The  vow.  —  Hannah  presents  herself  before  Yahweh  : 
She  rose  after  they  had  eaten ,  and  stood  before  Yahweh ]  the  read¬ 
ing  is  that  of  d§.  The  condition  of  things  is  described  in  the  fol- 
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lowing  clause  :  Eli  the  priest  was  sitting  at  the  time  071  his  chair 
at  the  door  posts  of  the  temple  of  Yahweh]  the  structure  seems  to 
have  been  a  solid  building,  otherwise  it  could  not  be  called  a 
temple  ;  the  same  word  is  afterwards  applied  to  the  temple  of  Sol¬ 
omon,  i  K.  65.  —  10.  She  was  greatly  distressed ]  lit.  bitter  of  soul, 
cf.  2  K.  427,  where  it  is  said  of  the  woman  who  has  lost  her  only 
son  that  her  soul  is  bitter.  — 11.  The  prayer  culminates  in  a  vow  : 
Yahweh  Sebaoth  /  If  thou  wilt  uideed  look  upon  the  affliction  of 
thy  maidservant  and  wilt  give  thy  maidse7'vant  a  man  child,  then  I 
will  give  him  to  Yahweh  all  the  days  of  his  life ]  she  means  that  he 
should  become  a  temple  servant,  a  7iethin,  Num.  819.  A  vow  is  a 
promise  to  give  something  to  Yahweh,  or  to  perform  something 
for  him,  in  case  he  grants  a  prayer.  An  example  is  Jacob’s  vow, 
Gen.  2  820~22  (E)  :  If  Yahweh  God  will  be  with  7ne  and  protect  77ie 
07i  this  journey  .  .  .  the7i  this  sto7ie  shall  be  to  me  a  house  of  God, 
a7id  all  that  thou  shall  give  7ne  I  will  tithe  for  thee.  The  devotion 
of  human  beings  in  this  way  is  illustrated  by  Jephthah,  and  is  pre¬ 
supposed  in  the  elaborate  provisions  of  the  law  for  redemption, 
Lev.  27.  Our  author  does  not  seem  to  be  troubled  by  the  ques¬ 
tion  whether  Hannah  had  a  right  to  make  a  vow  of  this  kind  with¬ 
out  the  consent  of  her  husband.  The  point  which  most  interests 
us  is  that  the  author  cannot  have  thought  of  Samuel  (or  Elkanah) 
as  a  Levite,  for  in  that  case  the  vow  would  have  been  unmeaning. 
But  that  he  also  loses  sight  of  the  ancient  regulation  that  every 
male  that  opens  the  womb  is  already  the  property  of  Yahweh, 
seems  evident.  The  statement  in  the  text :  a  razor  shall  7iot 
co7ne  up07i  his  head  reads  like  a  later  addition.  But  it  is  readily 
accounted  for  by  the  view  of  a  scribe  that  Samuel  was  to  be  a 
Nazirite  —  a  lifelong  Nazirite  like  Samson.  ®  carries  the  like¬ 
ness  to  Samson  further  by  adding :  and  whe  a7id  ferme7ited 
liquor  he  shall  not  drink]  cf.  Jd.  135.  And  wilt  re7ne7nber  me] 
reads  like  a  reminiscence  of  Gen.  3022,  where  God  re77ic77ibers 
Rachel  in  giving  her  a  son. 

9.  nSoK  nnx  run  opm]  the  last  word  is  unnecessary,  and  difficulty  is 

found  in  accepting  nhjx,  because  she  had  not  eaten.  The  latter  is  somewhat 
relieved  by  reading  D*?3N  with  <3-  The  objection  that  she  finds  the  family  still 
at  their  meal  in  v.18  is  hardly  cogent  in  view  of  the  state  of  the  text  there. 
Still  it  is  not  impossible  that  there  has  been  scribal  expansion.  We.  points 
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nSii-3,  which  is  possible,  only  I  should  take  a  letter  from  the  preceding  word 
rntion  Sdn  ’inN  =  after  the  eating  of  the  boiled  flesh ,  213.  The  conjecture  of 
Kl.  roip'w  rfaN  nnnx  ram,  which  is  adopted  by  Bu.,  seems  too  remote  from 
any  external  testimony.  It  seems  necessary,  however,  to  insert  with  (§  2Pnm 
mn'  noS  (Th.,  We.,  al.).  — ■  Jim  .  .  .  1*7^1]  a  circumstantial  clause.  nriTD  is  else¬ 
where  used  in  the  plural,  and  should,  perhaps,  be  so  pointed  here,  with  <3. — 
10.  roan  rani]  the  emphatic  adverbial  infinitive.  The  imperfect  tense  indi¬ 
cates  continued  action :  she  kept  weeping  bitterly .  — 11.  *]nDN-nN  rctfiVN1?!  is 
superfluous  and  is  also  lacking  in  (®B;  we  may  disregard  it.  —  O'iMN  jnr]  does 
not  occur  again.  That  she  means  a  male  child  is  evident. 

12-18.  Eli’s  rebuke,  followed  by  a  blessing.  —  As  Hannah 
prolonged  her  prayer,  Eli,  who  saw  the  movement  of  her  lips,  but 
heard  no  sound,  took  her  for  a  drunken  woman ]  that  excess 
in  wine  was  not  an  infrequent  concomitant  of  religious  feasts  seems 
indicated  by  the  readiness  with  which  the  suspicion  is  entertained 
here.  For  the  construction  cf.  Job  1324:  why  dost  thou  reckon  me 
thine  enemy  ?  — 14.  The  rebuke  :  How  long  wilt  thou  show  thyself 
drunken ]  seems  to  emphasize  the  disgracefulness  of  the  spectacle. 
Put  away  thy  wine  and  go  frotn  the  presence  of  Yahweh ]  the 
second  half  is  found  in  3  only,  but  seems  to  be  original.  In  (!§ 
Eli’s  servant  is  made  to  utter  the  rebuke,  an  evident  attempt  to 
shield  the  priest  from  the  charge  of  harshness.  — 15.  Hannah 
repels  the  charge  :  No,  my  Lord ;  an  afflicted  woman  am  /,  and  I 
have  not  drunk  wine  or  intoxicating  drinkf]  the  two  are  often  men¬ 
tioned  together.  But  I  poured  out  my  soul  before  Yahweh,  cf.  Ps. 
62s  {pour  out  the  heart),  42s.  —  16.  Do  not  take  thy  servant  to  be  a 
vile  womaii\  lit.  a  daughter  of  belial.  The  corresponding  phrase 
sons  of  belial  is  frequent  and  evidently  means  vile  men,  Jd.  1922, 
1  Sam.  212.  The  derivation  of  the  word  belial,  however,  is  obscure, 
and  recent  discussions  are  inconclusive.  The  Greek  translators 
render  men  of  belial,  or  sons  of  belial,  by  adjectives  like  vile,  un¬ 
godly,  senseless,  contrary.  A  satisfactory  Hebrew  etymology  has 
not  been  found.  The  older  commentators  propose  without  yoke, 
for  which  they  cite  Jer.  220.  Other  conjectures,  that  rises  no  more 
(after  falling),  that  profits  not,  are  equally  precarious.  The  word 
is  possibly  a  foreign  word,  but  the  Babylonian  derivation  does  not 
as  yet  seem  unequivocally  established.  For  on  account  of  the 
greatness  of  my  grief  have  I  continued  until  noun  The  soft  answer 
turns  away  wrath.  — 17.  Eli  not  only  dismisses  her  in  peace,  but 
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adds  a  prayer  that  her  petition  may  be  granted.  — 18.  Her  prayer 
is  that  she  may  stand  well  with  him ]  lit.  find  favour  in  his  eyes, 
a  frequent  Old  Testament  phrase.  The  historian  adds :  So  the 
woman  went  her  way,  and  her  face  was  no  more  sad]  for  the  text 
see  the  critical  note. 

12.  rum]  is  possible,  as  one  of  the  rare  cases  of  the  perfect  with  weak 
1  (so  Dr.,  Notes,  and  Tenses 3,  §  133).  But  it  is  more  likely  that  it  is  the 
mistake  of  a  scribe  who  thought  the  verb  continued  the  preceding  sen¬ 
tence.  Restore  inn  (Bu.).  —  nroin]  the  main  verb  expresses  the 

idea  which  we  express  adverbially :  she  prayed  much.  Similar  cases  are 
mtrj?S  tran :  he  did  well ;  nwyS  mo :  he  did  quickly,  ibjn  introduces  the 
circumstantial  clause :  she  continued  praying  while  Eli  was  observing  her 
mouth.  — 13.  ton  rum]  the  casus  pendens  :  As  for  Hannah,  she  was  speak¬ 
ing  in  her  heart ;  only  her  lips  ivere  moving,  but  her  voice  was  not  heard~\  * 
the  whole  sentence  is  explanatory  of  what  Eli  was  observing.  The  name  of 
Hannah  is  here  omitted  by  (dBL.  —  naipmi]  resumes  the  story  introduced  by 
the  ’H'l  at  the  beginning  of  v.12.  —  mrr]  on  the  form  of  the  adjective,  Ges.26 
§  84  b,  24.  — 14.  pnanirn]  one  of  the  few  cases  of  the  old  feminine  ending, 
Ges.26  §  47  o.  —  (3  substitutes  ko\  iropevov  (/cat  H-rreXde  L)  e/c  irpotrcinrov 

Kvpiov.  The  clause  seems  to  me  one  likely  to  be  changed,  to  avoid  the  seem¬ 
ing  identification  of  Yahweh  with  the  Ark.  — 15.  nrrntt’p]  harsh  of  spirit 
seems  impossible.  Most  modern  scholars  have  adopted  Th.’s  emendation  to 
Du  nifp :  ■}]  <n<\ripa  r/plpa.  (3,  cf.  Job  3025,  where  DU  mpp  is  one  in  misfortune. 
—  iX’]  fruit-wine  or  cider,  cf.  Benziger,  Hebr.  Archdologie,  p.  96.  —  16.  Sx 
UflS  .  .  .  inn]  would  naturally  mean  do  not  give  .  .  .  into  the  power  of,  which 
cannot  be  correct.  What  Hannah  desires  is  that  she  may  not  be  reckoned  to 
be  a  vile  woman.  In  this  sense  we  find  jn:  followed  by  2,  and  we  should 
probably  emend  to  P22,  throwing  out  usS.  Kl.’s  ’nb  does  not  occur  with  this 
verb,  and  Dr.’s  b  is  also  without  parallel.  Cf.  Gen.  4230,  D'S-nno  unx  jmi : 
and  took  us  for  spies.  —  V;”^]  is  an  obscure  word,  cf.  BDB.  s.v.,  Moore  on 
Judges  1922,  Baudissin  in  TEE.3  II.  p.  548  f.,  Cheyne,  in  the  Expositor,  1895, 
and  in  the  Expository  Times,  June,  1897,  with  Baudissin’s  reply,  ibid.,  Nov. 
1897,  and  Jensen’s  remarks,  ibid.,  Apr.  1898.  —  ’0721  ’mtt>]  13  seems  to  have 
found  but  one  of  the  two  words,  probably  ’n'2*  which  was  not  definite  enough 
for  a  Hebrew  scribe,  so  that  an  explanatory  word  was  added.  —  Tn2"t]  decid¬ 
edly  less  forcible  than  iKTlrara  ©,  probably  voixn. — -17.  '|n Vts>  for  I'bxz’, 
cf.  Ges.26  §  23  c.  —  18.  S2xm]  is  lacking  in  seven  Hebrew  MSS.,  and  although 
this  is  rather  a  slender  basis  on  which  to  erect  a  theory,  I  suspect  the  word  to 
be  an  insertion.  The  sense  is  perfectly  good  without  it,  as  is  seen  in  the 
translation  given  above.  It  is  a  question  whether  the  author  would  have  said 
she  went  her  way  if  he  meant  simply  that  she  returned  to  the  chamber  imme- 

*  ®r  adds  here :  But  the  Lord  heard  her.  The  example  is  instructive  as  show¬ 
ing  how  a  text  grows. 
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diately  adjoining  the  temple.  The  text  of  © :  and  came  into  the  chamber  and 
ate  with  her  husband  atid  drank  will  be  a  further  expansion.  If  original,  we 
cannot  account  for  its  abbreviation.  —  nVTrTN1?  nusi]  Kat  to  -irpbaonrov  avrijs 
oi)  (TvvtTeo-ev  ©.  The  only  parallel  cited  for  (Job  927)  is  of  doubtful  integrity. 
It  seems  better  therefore  to  correct  nS_nn  to  nSflj,  which  is  quite  in  accord 
with  Hebrew  usage. 

19-28.  The  prayer  answered,  and  the  vow  performed. — 

The  division  between  this  and  the  preceding  is  artificial.  The 
narrative  continues  without  a  break.  After  paying  their  respects 
at  the  temple  the  next  morning  the  family  returned  to  their  home 
in  Ramah.  And  Elkanali  knew  Hannah  his  wife]  cf.  Gen.  41. 
And  Yahweh  remembered  her ]  as  he  remembered  Rachel  Gen. 
3022. —  20.  And  it  came  to  pass  at  the  end  of  a  year  that  she  bare 
a  son ]  about  the  time  of  the  yearly  festival.  And  called  his  name 
Samuel:  For  from  Yahweh  I  have  asked  hint]  the  last  words  evi¬ 
dently  give  her  reason  for  the  choice  of  this  name.  The  etymology 
does  not  bear  out  the  intention.  —  21.  At  the  usual  time  Elkanah 
went  up  to  Shiloh  to  offer  the  yearly  sacrifice ]  as  we  have  heard 
nothing  of  his  vow ,  which  is  added  in  the  received  text,  the  words 
are  probably  the  insertion  of  a  scribe.  —  22.  Hannah  excuses  her¬ 
self  from  the  present  journey  in  the  words  :  When  the  boy  is  weaned 
then  I  will  bring  him ]  for  two  years  she  would  keep  him  at  home, 
for  this  was  the  usual  time,  and  is  still  the  case  in  the  East,  cf. 
Koran,  2s33.  Some  commentators  have  thought  it  impossible  that 
the  boy  could  be  actually  delivered  to  the  priest  at  so  early  an 
age,  and  have  tried  to  interpret  the  verb  weaned  in  a  figurative 
sense.  But  this  seems  uncalled  for.  Then  we  shall  see  the  face 
of  Yahweh,  and  he  shall  dwell  there  forever ]  where  the  last  clause 
means  of  course  all  his  life.  —  23.  Elkanah  consents,  adding  : 
Only  Yahweh  establish  thy  word~\  a  wish  that  their  lives  may  be 
spared  to  do  as  she  purposes.  —  24.  At  the  time  set,  she  brought 
him  tip  with  a  three  year  old  bullock ]  an  unusually  valuable  sacri¬ 
fice.  The  received  text  has  three  bullocks  by  an  error  of  transcrip¬ 
tion.  And  an  ephah  of  flour  and  a  skin  of  wine\  the  abundance 
of  provision  was  in  order  to  invite  many  to  “  eat  and  drink  and 
rejoice  before  Yahweh  ”  with  them.  The  ephah  of  flour  is  Gideon’s 
offering  also,  Jd.  619.  “The  quantity  according  to  the  smallest 
computation  was  over  a  bushel  ”  (Moore) .  —  25.  After  sacrificing 
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the  bullock  they  brought  the  lad  to  Eli ]  that  the  whole  family  was 
present  is  quite  in  accord  with  the  fitness  of  things.  —  26.  She 
recalls  hersell  to  his  remembrance  :  By  thy  life,  Sir ,  I  am  the 
woman  that  stood  near  thee  here  to  pray  to  Yahweh  !  —  27.  The 
answer  to  her  prayer ;  Concerning  this  boy  I  prayed  and  Yahweh 
granted  what  I  asked']  lit.  my  request  which  I  asked  of  him.  — 
28.  The  return  she  proposes  to  make  :  Now  I,  on  my  part,  have 
given  him  to  Yahweh.  All  the  days  that  he  shall  live  he  is  given  to 
Yahweh]  is  Hannah’s  devotion  of  her  son  only  a  revival  of  the 
ancient  law  which  claimed  all  the  first  born  for  Yahweh  ?  At  the 
end  of  the  verse  adds  and  he  bowed  to  Yahweh.  If  this  refers 
to  Samuel,  it  seems  appropriate  enough.  It  is,  however,  lacking 
in  (®B,  which  inserts  a  clause  not  found  in  ^  at  the  end  of  the 
Song  which  follows.  The  probable  explanation  is  that  the  Song 
was  inserted  in  the  two  texts  at  different  points.  The  original  text 
seems  to  have  said,  after  Hannah’s  presentation  of  the  lad,  so  she 
left  him  there  and  went  to  Ramali.  The  Song  was  inserted  in 
between  the  two  halves  of  this  sentence  j  in  @  it  comes  before  the 
first  half. 

20.  O'D'n  mapnS]  similarly  njipn  nopn* 1?  Ex.  34s2  2  Chr.  24s3.*  —  run  nnm 
nSm]  @  puts  koX  cvviXafiev  at  the  end  of  v.19.  The  word  has  been  interpo¬ 
lated  in  both  recensions.  Before  O,  ($  and  ®  insert  and  she  said;  a  case  of 
explicative  expansion.  —  vnSxtr  mn'D  ’2]  as  Kimchi  sees,  the  theory  of  the 
author  is  that  ‘rxica’  is  a  contraction  of  Sxd  ‘riNty.  But  such  contraction  is 
unheard  of  elsewhere.  There  is  an  exegetical  tradition  in  favour  of  Snjjidb’ 
as  the  original  form  of  the  word,  but,  as  shown  by  Dr.  {Notes,  in  loc.),  this 
also  is  without  analogy.  The  most  natural  derivation,  making  it  mean,  Name 
of  God,  is  attributed  to  St.  Gregory  by  Schm.  — 21.  vru-nNi]  Jewish  tradition 
sees  in  this  a  vow  made  for  the  birth  of  a  son.  But  the  only  vow  of  which  the 
narrative  gives  us  any  knowledge  is  Hannah’s  vow.  There  is  reason  to  sup¬ 
pose  the  words  an  addition  to  the  original  text  therefore.  The  tendency  to 
such  expansion  is  seen  in  <3  here,  which  reads,  /cal  ras  ai jtov  Kal  irdaas 

t as  Sejcdras  rrjs  yrj s  ai jtov.  —  22.  ty]  a  parallel  case  is  Jd.  162,  so  that 

there  is  no  need  to  insert  otf/c  arajS^crojuai  ©L.  —  nsn.n]  apparently  intended 
by  the  punctuators  as  a  Niphal.  It  is  better  to  read  it  as  the  Qal  imperfect 
on  account  of  UD"nt<  which  follows  —  perhaps  the  well-known  cohortative 
with  weak  l :  I  will  bring  him  up  that  we  may  see  the  face  of  Yahweh.  — 
23.  ra-rrux]  must  be  understood  of  some  promise.  The  only  one  of  which 


*  According  to  these  passages  we  should  expect  the  singular  napn  here,  and  the 
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we  have  record  is  Eli’s  wish  that  Hannah  should  have  a  son  —  which  might 
be  construed  as  a  word  of  Yahweh.  But  this  is  already  fulfilled  in  the  birth 
of  Samuel.  It  seems  better  therefore  to  read  yon  with  <55  to  i£e\6dv  en  too 
OTbpaTbs  <tov.  —  24.  ncSc  ansa]  i v  p.6<rxv  Tpieri^ovTi  (§5  =  tt’Sca  ~\D2;  cf. 
Gen.  159.  The  reading  of  <55  is  to  be  restored.  At  the  end  of  the  verse  nyjm 
Ijn  is  unintelligible;  Kai  to  ircudapiov  per'  avToiv  (g  is  superfluous,  though  ©L 
helps  it  by  reading  Kal  darfkdo v  for  imom.  In  the  present  state  of  our 
knowledge  we  must  be  content  to  omit  the  words;  the  boy  was  young  is  an 
impossible  rendering,  and  besides,  the  sentence  is  superfluous.  Dr.  conjectures 
that  the  words  nay  nyjm  belong  at  the  end  of  v.2S,  and  he  is  followed  by  Bu. 
—  25.  I  see  no  reason  for  departing  from  the  received  text.  The  consent  of 
Eli  was  necessary  to  make  the  act  valid,  and  it  was  entirely  appropriate  that 
both  parents  should  present  the  lad  at  the  sanctuary,  though  the  mother  takes 
the  leading  part.  If  we  are  to  change  at  all,  we  must  read  4y  Sn  ayun  dn  som 
nay  ny:m.  —  26.  uin  'a]  a  phrase  claiming  the  favourable  notice  of  the  one 
addressed,  Jd.  615.  —  28.  For  the  dj  correlativum  (Th.  after  Clericus)  cf. 
Gen.  205,  M'n_DJ  she  for  her  fart.  S'Ntrn  is  to  encourage  a  person  to  ask 
by  granting  his  request,  then  to  give  without  a  previous  request.  —  mn  tcn] 
seems  impossible :  ti  icn  seems  indicated  by  (553LS  and  is  found  in  one 
codex.  —  mn>S  DC  lnncn]  some  MSS.  have  nnnc'i.  The  whole  clause  is  lack¬ 
ing  in  <55BA  which  give  a  substitute  at  the  beginning  of  211.  It  is  represented 
in  (55L  in  both  places. 


II.  1-10.  The  song  of  Hannah.  —  The  author  or  the  final 
redactor  here  puts  into  the  mouth  of  Hannah  a  song  of  praise. 
Careful  examination  shows  that  it  has  no  particular  reference  to 
her  circumstances.  The  assertion  that  the  barren  has  borne  seven 
while  the  prolific  mother  grows  faint  is  made  only  as  an  example 
of  God’s  sovereign  dealings  with  his  creatures.  Possibly  this 
couplet  may  have  drawn  the  editor’s  attention,  and  made  him 
think  the  psalm  appropriate  for  this  place.  But  this  sentence, 
with  the  rest  of  the  composition,  is  too  general  to  give  us  light 
on  the  situation  of  the  author.  The  expressions  used  are  those 
common  to  the  songs  gathered  in  the  Psalter.  Like  many  of 
them,  it  voices  the  faith  of  the  pious  in  Yahweh  as  ruler  over  the 
destinies  of  men. 

The  structure  of  the  poem  is  very  simple.  Four  stanzas  may 
be  marked  off:  (1)  The  believer’s  doxology ;  (2)  Warning  to 
the  arrogant;  (3)  Yahweh’s  government;  (4)  Confidence  for 
the  future.  The  metre  regularly  shows  three  accents  to  a  line, 
except  in  one  or  two  instances,  where  the  text  is  probably  at  fault. 
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A  translation  is  given  by  Professor  Briggs  in  his  Messianic  Prophecy  (N.Y., 
1886),  p.  124  f.,  and  with  critical  notes  in  the  Presbyterian  Review ,  1885, 
p.  112  {. 

1-2.  The  opening  stanza  is  one  of  praise,  expressive  of  the 
singer’s  state  of  mind  in  view  of  Yahweh’s  glory. 

Glad  is  my  heart  in  Yahweh, 

My  horn  is  exalted  in  my  God, 

My  mouth  is  enlarged  over  my  enemies, 

For  I  rejoice  in  thy  salvation. 

There  is  none  holy  like  Yahweh, 

For  there  is  none  righteous  like  our  God, 

And  there  is  no  rock  besides  thee. 

1.  iDNm  run  SScnm]  ©B  has  simply  ko.1  eixev,  which  is  enough.  —  y'ry] 
iorepedidt]  3  may  go  back  to  yox;  but  as  this  verb  with  aS  might  convey  the 
meaning  of  obstinacy  (cf.  Dt.  230),  it  seems  better  to  adhere  to  The 
elevation  of  the  horn  and  the  widening  of  the  mouth  are  familiar  figures 
in  Hebrew  poetry,  Ps.  9211  Is.  57b  The  second  nima  should  doubtless  be 
inSxa  with  3  and  28  MSS.  —  2.  The  second  member  is  tnSa  px  'D.  Evi¬ 
dently  something  has  been  lost;  and  as  3  has  Sf/ccuoj,  we  cannot  do  better 
than  to  insert  it.  But  having  followed  (5  in  this,  it  seems  better  to  go  with 
it  also  in  the  interchange  of  inSa  and  irnSxa.  The  parallelism  is  thus 
improved.  For  nx,  cf.  Ps.  1882. 

3-5.  Warning  to  the  opposers. 

Do  not  speak  haughtily, 

Or  let  arrogance  come  from  your  mouth, 

For  a  God  of  knowledge  is  Yahweh, 

And  a  God  who  weighs  men’s  deeds. 

The  bow  of  the  mighty  is  broken, 

And  the  weak  are  girded  with  might. 

Those  who  had  plenty  do  lack, 

But  the  famished  inherit  the  land. 

For  the  barren  has  borne  seven, 

And  the  mother  of  many  languishes. 

3.  The  first  member  is  unmanageably  long.  It  seems  probable,  therefore, 
that  ntnn  lain  are  duplicates,  and  that  the  same  is  true  of  the  double  mat. 
It  answers  every  purpose  to  read  nnat  vutn  bx.  For  pny,  cf.  Ps.  3119. — 
mjn  Sx]  Job  36*.  The  plural  is  probably  emphatic,  and  might  be  rendered 
all-knowing  (Briggs).  —  nMy  i:aru  x^i]  et  les  crimes  ne  passent  pas  impunis 
(Reuss)  is  hardly  justified.  At  least  the  mbSy  should  be  described,  in  order 
that  we  may  understand  that  crimes  are  meant.  The  Qre,  reading  1S1  (also 
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in  the  text  in  some  copies),  makes  a  possible  sense:  And  by  him  actions  are 
weighed.  But  3,  reading  /cal  Beds  eroip.&fav  eiriTT]Sevp.aTa  avrov,  makes  us 
suspect  the  original  to  have  been  niSSy  ppn  *?ni  (SS).  —  4.  cnn]  Th.  and 
Dr.  cite  Is.  2i17  in  favour  of  the  reading.  But  it  seems  simpler  to  correct 
to  nnn :  r/crdlpricre  ©.  —  5.  nx’j]  hire  themselves  out  would  be  appropriate, 
but  the  verb  is  nowhere  found  in  this  stem,  and  non,  suggested  by  3,  is 
preferable.  —  iSm]  needs  something  to  complete  the  sense.  Briggs  takes 
ip  from  the  beginning  of  the  next  verse,  and  translates  keep  holiday  forever. 
But  in  order  to  mean  keep  holiday ,  the  verb  needs  something  to  complete 
the  sense  —  cease  from  labour.  Reifmann,  cited  by  Dr.,  proposes  nap  r?-in, 
which  is  adopted  by  Bu. :  irapyKav  yijp  3  does  not  seem  to  help  us,  but 
habitaverunt  l  points  to  TrapipKrfaap,  which  is  also  confirmed  by  the  Armenian 
(according  to  HP).  I  have,  therefore,  ventured  to  restore  px  tan’,  cf.  Ps. 
2513.  —  ip]  could  undoubtedly  be  spared.  je>  omits,  but  3  represents  it  by 
Uti.  —  hSSdn]  Ges.26  §  55  d. 

6-8.  Yahweh’s  government. 

Yahweh  kills  and  gives  life, 

Brings  down  to  Sheol  and  brings  up. 

Yahweh  makes  poor  and  makes  rich, 

Brings  low  and  also  sets  on  high. 

He  raises  the  poor  from  the  dust, 

From  the  dung-hill  he  raises  the  needy, 

To  make  him  sit  with  nobles  of  the  people, 

And  gives  him  in  possession  a  glorious  throne. 

[For  to  Yahweh  belong  the  pillars  of  the  earth. 

And  he  has  set  the  world  upon  them], 

6.  The  second  half  is  synonymous  with  the  first  —  Sheol  the  abode  of  the 
dead. — -7.  ^n]  is  represented  by  nai  alone  in  (!f :  et  3L. —  8.  St  and  p'2N 
are  parallel,  Ps.  7213.  —  nciPND]  Many  codd.  have  ncttWDi,  which  is  also  the 
reading  of  ©3L.  The  nfi’i’N  is  the  mound  of  rubbish  which  accumulates  near 
an  Oriental  town.  Beggars  often  spend  the  night  upon  it  in  default  of  a 
lodging.  —  D'2'Tj]  SvpcuttQp  \auv  3B '■  SwaarCov  \aov  (§L,  evidently  reading 
njrisnj,  which  seems  more  vigorous.  The  couplet  in  brackets  is  not  found 
in  3,  and  is  therefore  probably  not  original.  In  place  of  it  we  find :  SiSoils 
evxvv  TV  eiiX0lx^vV>  Kal  ev\byqcrev  err)  SiKalov,  which  seems  an  endeavour  to 
adapt  the  psalm  more  nearly  to  Hannah’s  circumstances. 

9,  10.  The  confidence  of  the  believer. 

The  feet  of  his  friends  he  will  guard, 

But  the  wicked  shall  perish  in  darkness, 

(For  not  by  strength  is  a  man  mighty). 
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Yahweh  will  shatter  his  enemies, 

Upon  them  he  will  thunder  in  the  heavens. 

Yahweh  will  judge  the  ends  of  the  earth; 

He  will  give  strength  to  his  king, 

And  will  exalt  the  horn  of  his  anointed. 

9.  ©  omits  the  first  two  members  of  the  verse.  These  seem,  however, 
more  in  accord  with  the  context  than  the  third.  — 10.  lnm]  read  nm  with 
©.  —  ono]  is  confirmed  by  ©,  but  is  of  course  to  be  taken  collectively: 
nano  Qre.  —  iVy]  rb'j  Qre.  Bu.  proposes  jvS>,  which  would  not  be  out  of 
place.  In  this  verse  ©  inserts  six  lines  from  Jer.  g22{-.  For  mm  in  line  3 
©  has  simply  atfrds. —  lmcc]  as  a  title  of  the  king  (and  we  can  hardly  under¬ 
stand  it  otherwise  here)  this  word  is  another  indication  of  comparatively 
late  date. 

11.  The  verse  is  the  conclusion  of  the  account  of  Samuel’s 
dedication  and  originally  read :  And  she  left  him  there  before 
Yahweh  and  went  to  Ramah  ;  blit  the  boy  continued  ministering 
to  Yahweh,  in  the  p7-esence  of  Eli  the  priest. 

11.  Kal  KartXiTev  avrbv  4aei  ivdnrt ov  Kvplov  ©  is  represented  in  JtJ  by  the 
last  three  words  of  I28.  It  is  scarcely  possible  to  doubt  that  ©  has  the  original, 
and  that  its  proper  place  is  here.  —  nnmn  njpSs  pS'i]  can  scarcely  be  original, 
as  Hannah  has  been  the  prominent  character  in  what  precedes.  We  should 
read  nnmn  -|Sm  or  nnmn  The  words  lira-1??  are  lacking  in  ©B  and 

superfluous.  —  ni^u]  is  often  used  of  priestly  service. 

12-17.  The  corruption  of  the  existing  priesthood. — The 

author  describes  the  conduct  of  Eli’s  sons  in  a  manner  to  point 
the  contrast  afforded  by  Samuel,  and  also  to  prepare  for  the  catas¬ 
trophe  that  is  to  overtake  their  house.  The  crime  of  which  they 
are  accused  is  arrogance  in  demanding  a  share  of  the  sacrifice 
and  in  not  contenting  themselves  with  the  portions  assigned  by 
custom  or  by  law. 

The  paragraph  separates  itself  so  neatly  from  what  precedes 
and  follows,  that  we  naturally  suppose  it  to  belong  to  an  older 
document  which  the  author  of  the  life  of  Samuel  wove  into  his 
narrative. 

12.  The  sons  of  Eli  were  wicked  men~\  the  phrase  used,  sons 
of  b dial,  is  parallel  to  daughter  of  belial  used  in  i16.  We  must  be 
careful  not  to  assume  that  belial  was  at  this  time  a  proper  name. 
Whatever  its  origin,  it  denotes  extreme  depravity.  They  knew  not 
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Yahweh ]  in  any  such  sense  as  would  lead  them  to  do  his  will, 
nor  the  priest's  due  from  the  people ]  this  clause  from  the  next 
verse  seems  to  belong  here.  —  13,  14.  Whenever  a  man  sacrificed, 
the  priest’ s  servant  would  come,  at  the  boiling  of  the  flesh,  with  his 
three-pronged  fork  in  his  hand,  and  would  strike  it  into  the  pot  or 
the  pan  or  the  kettle ]  the  method  could  scarcely  be  more  offensive. 
All  that  the  fork  brought  up  the  priest  would  take  for  himself ']  by 
the  hand  of  his  servant,  that  is.  This  violence  was  not  exercised 
in  isolated  cases  only,  but  was  practically  universal  —  to  all  Israel 
that  came  to  sacrifice  to  Yahweh  in  Shiloh.  —  15.  Worse  is  to  follow  : 
Moreover,  before  they  burned  the  fat,  the  priest's  servant  used  to 
come  and  say  to  the  offerer :  Give  roasting-flesh  for  the  priest — he 
will  not  take  boiled  flesh  from  thee,  but  raw~]  this  amounted  to 
sacrilege,  as  nothing  ought  to  intervene  between  the  presentation 
of  the  offering  and  the  burning  of  the  part  belonging  to  Yahweh. 
The  expostulation  of  the  worshipper  to  this  effect  only  led  to 
fresh  insult :  Should  the  offerer  say :  They  are  going  to  burn  the  fat 
at  once,  then  take  whatever  you  please,  he  would  reply :  No  !  You 
shall  give  it  at  once  or  I  will  take  it  by  force.  — 17.  The  greatness 
of  the  sin  consisted  in  this,  that  these  priests  despised  the  offerings 
of  Yahweh. 

13.  nN  ourun  DDtfm]  ©  had  riND  pan  aas’Di;  this  is  confirmed  by  9  MSS. 
and  seems  preferable.  The  nearest  parallel  is  Dt.  183  —  nND  ouron  bdipd. 
It  is  extremely  difficult  to  decide  whether  this  clause  belongs  with  the  preced¬ 
ing  verse  or  whether  it  should  begin  a  new  sentence  :  the  custom  of  the  priest 
.  .  .  zuas  that  his  servant  would  come.  The  decisive  consideration  is  the  use 
of  the  phrase  in  Dt.  183,  where  it  certainly  means  the  due  of  the  priests  from 
the  people.  On  this  account  it  belongs  with  the  preceding,  though  we  expect 
an  pn  to  precede  BOtfc.  For  own  ti’Sti’  We.  and  Dr.  read  du»  na'W.  — 14.  rom 
doubtless  should  be  the  pointing,  with  ©.  Instead  of  four  vessels  ©  has  but 
three. — 12]  should  be  corrected  to  iS  with  ©S®.  —  nSc’3  Dif]  the  tautology 
is  relieved  by  ©B  duaai  KvpUp  ei>  and  this  should  be  restored.  It  is 

not  certain  that  db>  should  be  retained  with  this  reading  (Kl.,  Bu.).  — 15.  dj] 
evidently  introduces  the  climax.  —  rip’]  Ad/3w  ©S.  The  reading  of  p?  seems 
more  likely  to  be  original.  — 16.  pdn’i]  as  pointed  by  fJl  would  describe  a 
single  case.  It  seems  better  to  point  1D«U  and  to  understand  it  as  stating  a 
hypothesis.  —  vSn  is  not  represented  in  ©.  — lS  Ktl\  nS  Qre  and  in  19  codd., 
besides  ©£.  —  ’nnpS]  is  justified  by  analogy,  cf.  Dr.  Tenses ,3  §  1367;  but  it 
is  smoother  to  change  to  ’PnpSi  (Kl.).  — 17.  mm  ue-rm,  which  is  inserted  in 
different  places  in  different  recensions  of  ©,  is  possibly  not  original,  as  it  is 
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superfluous  and  may  have  crept  in  from  the  next  verse.  —  O'lMNn]  lacking 
in  (g,  seems  to  be  an  insertion  intended  to  lighten  the  categorical  assertion 
that  the  priests  treated  the  offerings  with  contumely. 

18-21.  The  narrative  returns  to  Samuel  who  continued  serving 
Yahweh]  lit.  the  face  of  Yahweh,  which  means  Yahweh  himself. 
Samuel  is  described  as  a  lad  girded  with  a  linen  ephod]  where 
the  ephod  is  evidently  a  priestly  garment,  2218  2  S.  614.  Bau- 
dissin*  points  out  that  linen  garments  were  worn  by  the  Egyptian 
priests.  Direct  influence  cannot  be  proved.  — 19.  And  his  mother 
used  to  make  him  a  little  robe']  no  English  word  exactly  corre¬ 
sponds  to  the  Hebrew.  The  garment  was  worn  over  the  tunic. 
There  seems  no  reason  to  find  fault  with  the  statement  on  the 
ground  that  as  the  boy  grew  it  would  no  longer  be  a  little  robe. 
The  narrator  has  the  earlier  years  especially  in  mind.  Doubtless 
the  cloth  was  spun  and  woven  by  his  mother,  as  well  as  the  robe 
cut  and  sewed  by  her.  —  20.  The  blessing  of  Eli :  Yahweh  repay 
thee  with  seed  from  this  woman  for  the  gift  which  she  gave  to 
Yahweh]  the  received  text  is  obscure,  but  the  reference  must  be 
to  i28,  where  Hannah  expressly  says  she  has  given  him  to  Yahweh. 
21.  And  Yahweh  visited  Hannah]  as  he  did  Sarah,  Gen.  211,  so 
that  she  gave  birth  to  three  sons  and  two  daughters]  in  addition  to 
Samuel.  But  the  lad  Samuel  grew  up  in  the  presence  of  Yahweh. 

19.  pp  the  byo  was  the  outer  garment  worn  by  well-to-do  people. 

It  was  usually  sleeveless,  as  we  may  judge  from  the  emphasis  laid  upon 
those  with  sleeves.  For  pp  Kl.  proposes  pro,  cotton ,  which,  however,  occurs 
nowhere  in  Biblical  Hebrew.  —  20.  ae»']  would  perhaps  answer  our  pur¬ 
pose.  But  dirorlcrai  (gB  indicates  obim  as  does  avTairoSiiiaei  (gL. —  btuo 
mmS]  cannot  be  right,  though  the  attempt  is  made  to  translate  it,  which 
one  asked  of  Yahweh.  But  there  is  no  reason  for  the  indefinite  verb  here : 
Eli  would  certainly  have  said  nSnu’  or  n1?^  and  would  also  have  used  p. 
On  the  basis  of  I28  we  naturally  restore  nS'Wn  (Bu.).  (g  has  ex/o?;cras  which 
is  evidently  n'riwn,  cf.  Ex.  1230.  But  it  seems  unfair  to  give  the  merit  to  Elka- 
nah.  —  id pab  nSm]  better  to  make  the  suffix  plural  as  in  some  codd.;  <g 
however  makes  the  verb  singular.  —  21.  npfl"'3]  seems  without  motive  :  npjjn 
(gjg  should  be  restored.  —  mm]  is  lacking  in  (gB,  cf.  i20,  which  shows  how 
easily  such  insertions  are  made.  After  iSm  insert  Tip  <SB. 


*  Geschichte  des  Alttestamentlichen  Priesterthums,  Leipzig,  1889,  p.  70,  referring 
to  Herodotus,  II.  37.  Compare,  also,  Nowack,  Hebr.  Archaologie ,  II.  p.  116. 
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22-25.  Eli’s  ineffectual  rebuke.  —  The  paragraph  joins  di¬ 
rectly  to  v.17,  and,  as  already  indicated,  was  probably  part  of  a 
source  which  treated  the  sin  and  punishment  of  Eli’s  sons  without 
reference  to  Samuel.  —  22.  Although  Eli  was  a  very  old  man,  yet 
he  used  to  hear  what  his  sons  were  doing ]  the  reference  is  to  the 
sins  already  laid  to  their  charge.  The  impurity  predicated  of  them 
in  the  second  half  of  the  verse  was  not  in  the  mind  of  the  original 
author.  —  23.  The  rebuke  :  Why  will  you  do  the  like  of  these  things 
which  I  hear  from  the  mouth  of  all  the  people  .?]  this,  which  is  an 
abbreviated  text,  seems  to  convey  all  that  he  meant  to  say.  — 
24.  No,  my  sons  !  Not  good  is  the  report  which  I  hear  .  .  .  the 
people  of  Yahweh ]  the  text  is  suspicious,  and  perhaps  originally 
contained  a  prohibition. — 25.  The  motive  is  the  difficulty  of 
finding  a  mediator  when  Yahweh  is  the  offended  party :  If  a  man 
sin  against  a  man,  God  will  mediate ]  cases  of  this  kind  could  be 
brought  before  God  as  umpire,  and  the  oracle  would  decide 
between  the  parties.  But  if  against  Yahweh  one  sin,  who  shall 
act  as  mediator  ?  No  higher  power  exists  to  whom  the  case  can 
be  submitted.  The  conclusion  is,  that  the  offended  party  will 
take  his  revenge.  The  expostulation  was  fruitless,  for  Yahweh 
was  minded  to  slay  them],  and  on  that  account  incited  them  to 
sin,  as  he  afterwards  incited  David  to  take  the  census,  2  S.  241. 

26.  Samuel  is  again  brought  in,  in  contrast.  He  kept  growing 
larger  and  better  in  the  estimation  of  Yahweh,  and  in  the  estima¬ 
tion  of  men. 

22.  *73]  is  lacking  in  ©BL.  The  second  half  of  the  verse  brings  as  an 
additional  accusation  against  the  priests  that  they  used  to  lie  with  the  women 
who  ministered  at  the  gate  of  the  Tent  of  Meeting ]  the  sentence  is  suspicious; 
first,  because  it  is  lacking  in  ©B.  In  the  second  place  the  original  narrator 
has  stated  his  accusation  above  and  this  should  have  been  made  a  part  of  that 
accusation.  Finally,  the  whole  narrative,  except  in  this  verse,  is  ignorant  of 
7 vomen  who  ministered  and  of  the  Tent  of  Meeting  as  established  at  Shiloh. 
The  language  is  borrowed  from  the  Priestly  document  of  the  Pentateuch, 
Ex.  38s.  For  these  reasons  the  half  verse  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  late  inter¬ 
polation  (We.,  Kl.,  Dr.,  Bu.).  —  23.  is  lacking  in  <§B  and 

difficult  to  construe :  for  I  hear  of  your  evil  dealings  (RV.)  cannot  be  the 
meaning.  It  seems  better  to  leave  the  words  out.  —  nNS]  Ik  o-ri/xaros  ©  is 
more  vivid.  —  Wn  oyn]  is  impossible.  The  nhx  has  come  in  by  false  duplica¬ 
tion  of  the  following  Ss.  @  has  Kvplov  which  perhaps  represents  O'nb.s;  but 
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notice  the  phrase  mm  Db  at  the  end  of  the  next  verse.  —  24.  yes'  'din  -iss>n 
3h:jd]  seems  unintelligible :  which  I  hear  the  people  circulating  ®  would 
require  ayn  to  be  expressed  before  the  participle  :  You  make  the  people  trans¬ 
gress  would  require  the  addition  of  dpn,  and  the  same  is  true  of  Kimchi’s  pro¬ 
posal :  You  make  the  people  forsake  [ the  sanctuary If  a  word  of  this  kind 
can  be  used  here  at  all,  it  is  better  to  correct  to  omayn  or  ornasn,  ye  lead 
astray.  But  bx  at  the  beginning  of  the  verse  suggests  a  negative  command, 
in  which  case  there  has  been  radical  corruption.  —  25.  ibbsi]  as  the  direct 
object  is  without  analogy  we  may  read  lS  bb.oi;  We.,  Bu.,  al.,  point  -ibSm. — 
26.  bi  n]  is  lacking  in  ©B. 

27-36.  The  Threat  of  Punishment  upon  Eli.  —  An  unnamed 
prophet  comes  to  Eli  and  rehearses  the  benefits  he  and  his  house 
have  received  from  Yahweh.  The  ingratitude  with  which  he  has 
treated  his  benefactor  is  pointed  out,  and  the  removal  of  his  house 
from  the  priesthood  is  foretold,  with  the  consequent  impoverish¬ 
ment  of  his  descendants. 

The  piece  reminds  us  of  similar  sections  elsewhere,  Jd.  67ff'  i  K. 
where  a  prophet  is  sent  with  a  rebuke,  and  of  others,  Jd.  21"5 
iou_16,  where  Yahweh  himself  (or  his  Angel)  delivers  the  rebuke. 
All  such  sections  are  of  comparatively  late  date,  and  the  present 
one  is  no  exception.  The  only  question  which  is  raised  concern¬ 
ing  it  is  whether  it  is  an  insertion  made  after  the  narrative  of 
Samuel’s  life  was  completed.  In  answering  this  we  need  to  note 
that  the  account  of  the  priests’  wickedness,  ending  at  i25,  might 
be  continued  perfectly  well  by  the  account  of  the  capture  of  the 
Ark  beginning  at  41.  The  oldest  historian  would  then  have  left  us 
to  draw  the  moral  ourselves.  It  seems  on  the  whole  probable 
that  this  was  the  case.  But  an  editor,  not  content  with  this  form 
of  the  story,  inserted  our  section  on  purpose  to  point  out  the 
lesson.  This  may  very  well  have  been  done  before  the  story 
of  Samuel  was  inserted  in  the  narrative,  as  the  author  of  that 
story  had  abundant  reason  to  tell  us  of  his  hero’s  call  even  if  2"  jU 
were  already  in  his  text,  while  the  interpolator  would  have  no 
motive  to  insert  22'"36  if  3  was  already  a  part  of  the  history. 

We.  ( Comp.,  p.  239  f.)  treats  this  section  as  an  interpolation  into  the  narra¬ 
tive  similar  to  the  Song  of  Hannah,  though  of  earlier  date,  “yet  scarcely  older 
than  Deuteronomy  and  the  reform  of  Josiah.”  Bu.,  RS.  p.  200,  thinks  the 
section  in  place  but  “  Deuteronomistically  recast,”  with  which  Cornill  agrees 
Einleiting 3,  p.  99;  and  Driver  takes  substantially  the  same  view,  LOT .6, 
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p.  174.  I  can  see  no  evidence  of  the  recasting,  and  if  the  piece  is  not  much 
later  than  Josiah,  there  is  no  reason  why  it  may  not  have  existed  before  the 
incorporation  of  the  story  of  Samuel  into  this  context. 

27.  A  man  of  God]  the  phrase  is  frequently  used  of  a  prophet, 
especially  in  the  Books  of  Kings ;  it  is  twice  used  of  an  angel, 
Jd.  i3e’8,  in  a  passage  ascribed  to  J.  by  Prof.  Moore,  once  applied 
to  Moses  in  Deuteronomy  (331,  E),  and  once  also  in  Joshua  (146, 
a  passage  Deuteronomistically  coloured).  Thus  saith  Yahweh ] 
is  a  standing  phrase  in  the  prophetic  books.  I  certainly  revealed 
myself  to  thy  father's  house,  while  they  were  in  Egypt,  servants  to 
the  house  of  Pharaoh ]  the  father's  house  was  probably  the  clan 
of  Levi.  Parallel  to  this  election  by  Yahweh  as  a  reason  for  obe¬ 
dience,  is  the  frequent  argumentation  from  his  choice  of  Israel  as 
his  people.  —  28.  And  I  chose  him  from  all  the  tribes  of  Israel  as  my 
priest,  to  offer  on  my  altar,  to  burn  sacrifices  and  to  bear  an  ephod] 
whether  we  should  translate  to  bear  an  ephod,  or  to  wear  an  ephod 
depends  upon  the  meaning  of  the  word  ephod,  concerning  which 
this  passage  leaves  us  wholly  in  the  dark.  And  I  gave  thy  father's 
house  all  the  offerings  of  the  sons  of  Israel  for  food]  the  last  two 
words  are  omitted  by  $|,  but  found  in  (3.  They  seem  necessary 
to  the  sense,  for  the  point  of  the  rebuke  is  that  Eli’s  sons  were 
dissatisfied  with  the  provision  made  for  them.  It  seems  clear 
that  the  writer  has  in  mind  either  the  tribe  of  Levi  or  the  house 
of  Aaron  which  was  chosen  to  the  priesthood  in  Egypt,  and  that 
therefore  he  lived  before  the  descent  of  Zadok  (who  displaced  the 
descendants  of  Eli)  was  traced  either  to  Levi  or  to  Aaron.*- — 
29.  Why  then  dost  thou  look  with  an  evil  eye  on  my  sacrifices  and 
oti  my  offerings  and  dost  honour  thy  sons  above  me,  in  fattening 
them  with  the  first-fruits  of  all  the  offerings  of  Israel  my  people  ? 
The  Hebrew  text  is  obscure  and  this  restoration  is  only  pro¬ 
visional.  It  seems  to  express  the  mind  of  the  writer  —  that  Eli 
allowed  his  sons  to  seize  as  their  own  the  portion  that  belonged 
of  right  to  God.  —  30.  A  change  of  purpose  is  declared:  I  had 
thought  that  thy  house  and  thy  clan  should  continue  in  my  pi-esence 
forever]  lit.  should  walk  to  and  fro  before  me.  The  figure  is  that 


*  Cf.  Baudissin,  Geschichte  des  Alttcstamentlichen  Priesterthums ,  Leipzig,  1889, 

p.  197  f. 
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of  a  courtier  who  lives  in  his  sovereign’s  favour,  basks  in  the  light 
of  his  countenance.  But  now,  saith  Yahweli,  far  be  it  from  me  ; 
for  them  that  honour  me  I  will  honour,  and  they  that  despise  me 
shall  be  lightly  esteemed.  —  31.  The  prediction  to  which  this  leads 
up  :  I  will  cut  off  thy  seed]  a  man  has  hope  in  the  survival  of  his 
posterity,  long  after  he  himself  is  gone.  So  that  there  shall  not  be 
an  old  man  in  thy  family]  premature  death  is  a  sign  of  the  divine 
displeasure.  —  32.  And  thou  shalt  look,  being  in  straits  and  with 
envious  eyes,  upon  all  with  which  I  favour  Israel]  as  a  punish¬ 
ment  for  the  present  greedy  behaviour.  The  text  must  be  con¬ 
fessed  to  be  very  uncertain.  —  33.  And  the  man  of  thine  whom  I 
do  not  cut  off  from  my  altar  shall  be  spared  in  order  to  consume  his 
eyes  and  to  starve  his  soul,  and  all  the  inn-ease  of  thy  house  shall 
die  by  the  sword  of  men]  one  is  tempted  to  see  a  reference  to  the 
slaughter  of  the  priests  by  Saul.  —  34.  An  earnest  of  the  calamity 
should  be  the  death  of  Eli’s  sons  :  on  the  same  day  both  shall  die.  — 
35.  In  contrast  with  Eli  there  shall  be  a  faithful  priest :  All  that  is 
in  my  heart  and  in  my  desire  he  will  do,  and  I  will  build  him  an 
enduring  house]  that  is,  a  continuous  posterity,  cf.  2  S.  711,  Yahweh 
makes  known  to  thee  that  Yahweh  will  build  thee  a  house.  This 
priest,  in  person  or  in  his  descendants,  shall  walk  before  mine 
Anointed  for  all  time]  lit.  all  the  days.  The  Anointed  is  of  course 
the  king  of  Israel,  and  the  writer  seems  to  look  back  upon  a  long 
line  of  kings.  There  can  be  no  doubt  therefore  that  the  faithful 
priest  is  Zadok,  who  was  made  priest  by  Solomon  in  place  of 
Abiathar  (Eli’s  great-grandson).  This  is  expressly  stated  to  be 
the  fulfilment  of  the  prophecy,  1  K.  227.  The  family  of  Zadok 
maintained  themselves  in  the  sanctuary  of  Jerusalem  until  the 
final  destruction  of  the  temple.  —  36.  Eli’s  family  shall  be  so 
reduced  as  to  seek  the  menial  offices  of  the  sanctuary  for  the 
pittance  that  might  thus  be  earned.  And  the  one  that  is  left  of  thy 
house  shall  come  to  do  him  obeisance  for  a  bit  of  money  or  a  loaf 
of  bread]  the  contrast  is  between  the  regularly  installed  priesthood 
which  lives  of  the  altar,  and  the  hangers-on  of  the  sanctuary  who 
are  willing  to  earn  an  occasional  penny  or  an  occasional  meal  by 
menial  services.  The  ambition  of  the  latter  is  to  be  put  into  one 
of  the  priests’  places  in  order  to  eat  a  morsel  of  the  bread  of  Yahweh] 
the  state  of  things  is  that  which  we  find  after  the  reform  of  Josiah, 
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when  the  priests  of  the  Bamoth  were  obliged  to  content  them¬ 
selves  with  what  subordinate  places  there  were  in  the  service  of  the 
Jerusalem  sanctuary. 

27.  nSjjn]  the  interrogative  n  is  out  of  place,  for  it  would  call  for  a 
negative  answer.  It  has  come  on  to  this  word  by  duplication  of  the  next  pre¬ 
ceding  letter.  —  nyco  noS]  might  in  connection  with  onvna  mean  belonging 
to  the  house  of  Pharaoh.  But  <3  is  probably  right  in  inserting  SovXojv;  read, 
therefore, '3  moS  unny.  —  28.  nmi]  as  an  infinitive  absolute  representing  a 
finite  verb,  the  word  might  pass.  But  it  is  simpler  to  restore  nncxi  with  <331. 
The  scribe  probably  thought  he  was  going  to  begin  the  verse  with  ’mra  nroi 
corresponding  to  vnS.n  nS.u  above;  mSyS  seems  to  stand  for  nibynS  or 
to  be  corrupted  from  it.  —  nxcS]  probably  rixc’Si  with  <33L.  At  the  end  of 
the  verse  els  (3p&aiv  <3  should  be  restored.  —  29.  neb]  prefix  l  with  <3 . — 
TJjnn]  the  verb  occurs  only  Dt.  3215,  where  it  means  to  kick.  But  whether  it 
would  take  3  in  the  meaning  to  kick  at  is  not  certain.  @  evidently  read  tS’an 
which  makes  good  sense.  —  pyc  vuix  crx]  is  unintelligible  in  this  context : 
avcuSei  o<pda\fj.ip  <3  may  represent  piyn  189  (Kl.).  This  makes  good  sense, 
and  we  must  suppose  inns  7!fX  inserted  to  help  out  the  unintelligible  pya 
after  the  piya  had  become  mutilated. — acxnanS]  may  be  conjecturally 
altered  to  Dnx  xnanS,  for  it  is  Eli’s  indulgence  to  his  sons  that  is  rebuked : 
ivevXoye'icrdcu  <3  would  be  Tjnanb.  For  we  should  perhaps  read  U'yS 
(Bu.)  although  it  is  equally  good  simply  to  leave  off  the  7  as  a  duplicate 
of  the  preceding  letter.  —  30.  'max  mux]  only  the  second  word  is  indicated 
by  <3.  The  contrast  may  be  between  Yahweh’s  former  declaration  and  his 
present  one.  But  it  seems  more  forcible  to  make  aax  denote  the  thought 

of  his  mind,  as  frequently.  —  mm_atu]  is  frequent  in  the  prophets. — 

31.  qijbt]  to  <rirtpiJ.a  crou  (@i.  The  latter  alone  seems  to  be  justified  by  the 
concluding  words  of  the  verse  (contra  Dr.,  Kl.).  jnmx  should  be  made  to 
conform  to  the  word  just  discussed. — 32.  The  verse,  down  to  qn'33,  is 
omitted  by  (2>B,  whence  some  have  supposed  it  not  original.  But  the  omis¬ 
sion  can  be  accounted  for  by  homeoteleuton,  and  the  verse  is  represented  in 
most  MSS.  of  <3  and  also  in  l.  But  to  make  sense  of  it  is  another  matter.  — 
pya  7X  mam]  is  nonsense;  Kl.  is  probably  right  in  seeing  a  reference  to 

the  pya  which  we  have  changed  to  piya  above  (very  possibly  the  form  may 

have  been  pyp).  In  that  case,  the  simplest  correction  will  be  to  read  piyci 
instead  of  pya.  For  3  0"  I  have  ventured,  in  so  desperate  a  passage,  to  put 
merx.—  33.  -pry]  read  nr;:  (@. — ■mcx'-i]  is  pointed  as  a  Hiphil  with  the 
n  dropped.  The  reference  to  Dt.  28s5  is  so  evident,  however,  that  the  correc¬ 
tion  to  S'xnnb  seems  obvious.  —  qc’ot]  read  urs:  <§.  —  meux  cannot  mean 
cum  ad  virilem  aetatem  venerit  3L-  Read  with  <3  meax  anna. —  34.  'jarrSx 
Drum]  is  superfluous  and  perhaps  a  gloss.  —  35.  |uxjrv<3]  cf.  2  528.  —  36.  Sc] 
is  lacking  in  <3B  and  superfluous.  —  Dnb-ncm]  also  lacking  in  (5B.  —  anS]  (5l 
adds  too  Kvptov,  confirmed  by  I,  and  doubtless  original. 
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III.  1  21.  The  revelation  to  Samuel.  — -  Samuel  while  sleep¬ 
ing  in  the  sanctuary  hears  a  voice  calling  him.  Supposing  that  it 
is  Eli,  he  waits  upon  him  thrice.  Eli  at  last  perceives  the  nature 
of  the  call  and  instructs  the  lad  how  to  reply.  The  sequel  is  a 
revelation  of  Yahweh’s  determination  to  destroy  the  house  of  Eli. 
On  hearing  the  message  the  aged  priest  resigns  himself  to  the  di¬ 
vine  will.  The  significance  of  the  revelation  is  that  it  opens  Sam¬ 
uel’s  career  as  a  prophet,  and  his  reputation  soon  becomes  known 
throughout  Israel. 

The  chapter  seems  to  be  a  unit.  Doubts  have  been  expressed 
as  to  the  originality  of  u‘14;  but  these  seem  not  to  be  well 
founded.  The  necessity  of  the  account  in  a  life  of  Samuel  is  evi¬ 
dent.  The  fact  that  this  section  duplicates  the  warning  of  the 
anonymous  man  of  God  in  the  preceding  chapter  does  not  make 
it  the  less  necessary  that  Samuel  should  be  accredited  as  a 
prophet.  And  no  more  appropriate  credential  could  be  found 
than  a  prediction  of  the  destruction  of  the  house  of  Eli.  The 
tone  and  style  agree  well  with  ch.  i. 

1-10.  Samuel  hears  a  voice  calling  him  in  the  night,  and  the 
voice  proves  to  be  the  voice  of  Yahweh.  The  account  opens  with 
a  restatement  of  Samuel’s  position  in  the  temple  service,  and 
then  tells  us  that  the  word  of  Yahweh  was  rare  in  those  days, 
there  was  no  ..  .  vision ]  the  qualifying  word  may  mean  public 
or  widespread,  but  there  is  reason  to  suppose  that  the  original 
reading  is  lost.  —  2,  3.  After  the  opening  clause,  the  thread  of 
the  narrative  is  interrupted  to  describe  the  condition  of  things  at 
the  time  when  the  event  took  place,  and  is  resumed  in  v.4.  So 
the  sentence  is  :  It  came  to  pass  in  that  day,  when  Eli  .  .  .  that 
Yahweh  called  Samuel.  The  circumstantial  clause  is  compli¬ 
cated  ;  three  of  its  items  tell  of  the  condition  of  things  at  the  mo¬ 
ment,  the  other  gives  us  information  of  the  state  of  Eli’s  physical 
vision.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  this  clause  bears  on  the  present 
history.  But  taking  the  text  as  it  stands  we  may  render  by  insert¬ 
ing  a  parenthesis  :  When  Eli  was  lying  in  his  place  ( now  his  eyes 
had  begun  to  grow  dim,  he  could  not  see )  and  the  lamp  of  God  had 
not  yet  gone  out,  Samuel  also  was  lying  in  the  Temple  of  Yahweh 
where  the  Ark  of  God  was.  But  the  originality  of  the  words  in  pa- 
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renthesis  is  difficult  to  maintain.  The  other  items  are  important  for 
the  picture  they  present  of  the  sanctuary.  It  is  evident  that  Eli  and 
Samuel  slept  in  adjoining  rooms,  if  not  in  the  same  room.  Samuel, 
at  least,  lay  in  the  apartment  in  which  the  Ark  stood.  The  dif¬ 
ference  between  this  arrangement  and  that  provided  in  the  tradi¬ 
tional  Tabernacle  is  evident.  That  a  lamp  should  burn  all  night 
before  Yahweh  is  in  accordance  with  the  fitness  of  things.  The 
early  Israelites  in  providing  Yahweh  a  dwelling  were  careful  to 
furnish  it  with  articles  of  use  and  luxury  according  to  their  ideas. 
Of  any  typical  or  symbolical  meaning  such  as  later  attached  itself 
to  this  furniture  we  find  no  trace  in  our  narrative.  We  may  as¬ 
sume,  however,  that  the  lamp  burned  all  night  in  the  sanctuary, 
as  was  later  expressly  provided,  Ex.  2721,  cf.  2  Chr.  1311,  and 
therefore  that  the  time  of  Samuel’s  call  was  in  the  early  morning. 
The  sanctuary  is  here  called  a  temple  as  in  i9.  The  sleeping  of 
an  attendant  near  the  Ark,  as  a  servant  sleeps  near  the  monarch 
so  as  to  serve  him,  seems  to  show  preexilic  custom,  but  how  it 
shows  this  account  to  be  pre-Deuteronomic  *  I  do  not  see.  The 
belief  that  sleepers  in  the  sanctuary  receive  revelations  in  dreams 
was  common  in  antiquity  and  seems  not  yet  to  have  died  out,  as 
there  are  traces  of  it  among  the  Moslems  to  the  present  time. 
The  Ark  of  God  is  here  mentioned  for  the  first  time.  It  is  evi¬ 
dently  the  same  which  was  afterwards  transferred  to  his  citadel  by 
David,  and  which  was  the  sacred  object  in  the  Temple  of  Solomon. 
But  we  have  no  description  of  it  by  an  early  writer.  See  below, 
on  4s. —  4.  The  text  must  be  restored  at  this  point,  where  we  ex¬ 
pect  the  most  detailed  account,  so  as  to  read  :  Yahweh  stood  and 
called:  Samuel !  Samuel /  The  repetition  of  the  name  is  one  of 
the  marks  of  E  among  the  Pentateuchal  documents,  Gen.  2211  4b2 
Ex.  34.  —  5.  Answering  what  he  supposed  was  the  call  of  Eli, 
Samuel  is  bidden  to  return  to  his  place.  —  6.  Yahweh  calls  again  : 
Samuel!  Samuel!  with  the  same  result  as  before.  —  7.  The  re¬ 
mark  that  Samuel  did  not  yet  know  Yahweh,  and  the  word  of  Yah¬ 
weh  had  not  yet  been  revealed  to  him,  is  added  to  explain  how  it 
was  that  he  did  not  recognize  the  voice  of  the  speaker.  —  8.  At 
the  third  experience  Eli  perceived  that  Yahweh  was  calling  the 


*  As  affirmed  by  Kittel,  GH.  II.  p.  33. 
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lad.  —  9.  Hence  his  instruction  :  Go  and  lie  down  ;  and  if  one 
call  thee  thou,  shalt  say  ;  Speak  !  for  thy  servant  is  lisietiing.  As 
the  subject  is  left  indefinite  in  the  clause  and  if  one  call  thee ,  it  is 
probable  that  the  name  of  Yahvveh  was  not  mentioned  in  what 
follows.  Eli  will  let  the  lad  discover  who  the  speaker  is.  — 
10.  When  the  call  comes  again,  Samuel  replies  as  he  has  been 
directed. 

This  single  passage  is  not  enough  to  give  us  an  Old  Testament 
doctrine  of  revelation.  But  it  conveys  with  great  clearness  its 
author’s  conception.  He  does  not  describe  a  dream,  because  he 
makes  Samuel  rise  and  run  to  Eli  after  each  call.  He  conceived 
of  the  prophet  as  hearing  a  voice  physically  audible.  This  voice 
enunciated  in  articulate  words  the  message  which  the  prophet  was 
to  receive.  The  experience  is  therefore  not  parallel  to  that  of 
Jacob,  who  saw  and  heard  God  in  a  dream. 

1.  yiDJ]  seems  to  give  no  good  meaning,  in's,  which  We.  substitutes,  is 
too  violent  in  meaning  for  this  place,  though  it  is  possible  that  the  j  has  come 
from  the  preceding  word.  —  2.  l'j’JJiJ  should  be  read  with  the  Qre.  —  runs  iSnn] 
We.  seems  to  be  wrong  in  insisting  that  the  second  word  cannot  be  an  infini¬ 
tive,  on  the  ground  that  a  S  would  be  required.  Cf.  nn  Spin  Dt.  225i  sl,  SnN 
"[Su  Jos.  37.  It  is  better,  therefore,  to  point  runs.  —  n1?]  should  perhaps 
be  nSi  (<!l).  —  3.  ant)  is  usually  construed  with  the  imperfect  tense  as  here, 
Dr.,  Tensed,  27  /3.  — 4.  Nipn]  In  v.10  we  read  that  Yahweh  stood  and  called 
as  before.  It  seems  necessary,  therefore,  that  the  opening  account  should 
contain  this  particular,  and  so  we  find  in  ®Tj  Kal  KartaTT]  Kal  e/taXeae  Kvpios. 
The  omission  of  2i‘'nu  may  be  accounted  for  by  its  anthropomorphism.  That 
it  was  not  omitted  below  only  shows,  what  we  know  from  other  passages,  that 
a  correction  of  this  kind  is  rarely  carried  far.  —  SniwVn]  should  be  SniciI’ 
as  below,  and  here  also  in  —  5.  \un]  the  regular  answer  when  one’s 
name  is  called.- — 6.  Dpu]  is  lacking  in  By  its  omission  we  lose 

nothing,  and  the  second  call  is  made  uniform  with  the  first.  —  7.  Q12] 
ISovXeve  irplv  seems  to  be  a  case  where  a  Greek  editor  tried  to  make 

sense  out  of  a  text  he  did  not  understand.*  —  "T’]  should  be  pointed  as  an 
imperfect  after  □its  (Bottcher,  followed  by  Th.).  —  9.  "pSn]  (S1-1  adds  6  koKwv, 
which  is  a  correct  interpretation  of  the  writer’s  meaning.  —  nin'  -m]  (5l!  has 
simply  Aa\ei,  which  is  what  Samuel  actually  says  in  v.10.  It  seems  to  me 
more  likely  that  the  name  is  a  later  insertion  than  a  later  omission. 

10.  DJ)03-Dj.’DD]  cf.  Jd.  1620.  From  what  has  already  been  said  it  is  evident 
that  the  narrative  cannot  be  made  to  illustrate  the  incubation  common  among 


*  The  reading,  however,  is  found  in  l  serviebat  antequam ,  Cod.  Goth.  Leg.  apud 
Vercellone. 
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Egyptians,  Greeks,  and  Romans.  But  there  is  probably  a  similar  idea  at  the 
basis;  namely,  that  the  sanctuary  is  a  favourable  place  to  receive  revelations. 
Cf.  Seyffert,  Dictionary  of  Classical  Antiquity,  p.  435,  Friedlander,  Darslel- 
lungen  aus  d.  Si/tengesch.  Roms ®,  III.  p.  57 1  E 

11-14.  The  message.  —  The  contents  are  of  such  a  nature  that 
Samuel  could  no  longer  be  in  doubt  as  to  the  personality  of  the 
speaker  :  Behold  I  am  about  to  do  a  thing  in  Israel  such  that  the 
ears  of  every  one  that  hears  it  shall  ring ]  cf.  2  K.  2112  Jer.  193, 
both  describing  the  effect  of  news  of  calamity.  The  verb  is  used 
once  of  the  trembling  of  the  lips  from  fear  (Hab.  316).  — 12.  In 
that  day  I  will  fulfil  upon  Eli  all  that  I  have  spoken  against  his 
house  from  beginning  to  end~\  lit.  beginning  and  ending ;  the  ad¬ 
verbial  infinitives  express  the  completeness  of  the  punishment.  — 
13.  And  thou  shalt  tell  him ]  a  slight  change  from  the  received 
text  —  that  I  will  punish  his  house  forever  for  the  guilt  of  his  sons, 
in  that  his  sons  were  blaspheming  God,  and  he  did  not  rebuke 
them~\  the  text  has  been  purposely  obscured  to  shield  the  reader 
from  pronouncing  the  words  blaspheming  God,  but  the  original  has 
fortunately  been  preserved  in  (®.  — 14.  Therefore  have  I  sworn  to 
the  house  of  Eli  that  the  guilt  of  the  house  of  Eli  shall  not  be  ex¬ 
piated ’]  the  technical  term  can  best  be  translated  thus,  though 
Hebrew  and  Greek  ideas  of  expiation  must  not  be  confused.  By 
sacrifice  or  by  offering  forever ]  the  expression  seems  to  be  made 
very  general  in  order  to  emphasize  the  impossibility  of  placating 
the  offended  deity  by  any  of  the  methods  known  to  the  ritual.  In 
ordinary  cases  of  his  anger  he  might  be  appeased  by  smelling  an 
offering,  2619. 

It  has  been  supposed  by  some  that  the  revelation  to  Samuel 
was  originally  of  a  different  tenor,  predicting  the  doom  of  Shiloh 
and  appointing  Samuel  as  Eli’s  successor.  But  the  reasons  ad¬ 
vanced  to  sustain  this  thesis  are  not  convincing,  and  the  tone  of 
the  verses  seems  quite  homogeneous  with  the  rest  of  this  docu¬ 
ment.  The  fact  that  there  is  an  allusion  in  v.12  to  the  preceding 
message  to  Eli  has  already  been  pointed  out,  as  has  the  bearing  of 
this  fact  upon  the  comparative  age  of  the  whole  chapter. 

11.  ns’y]  on  the  use  of  the  participle  in  divine  announcements,  cf.  Dr., 
Tenses3,  §135,  3.  — 12.  S>s]  in  the  first  occurrence  at  least  we  should  read 
*?>.  The  interchange  of  the  two  prepositions  is  so  common  as  scarcely  to  call 
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for  remark. —  13.  lV  >mjni]  cannot  mean  for  I  have  told  him  (RV.),  but 
must  be  and  I  will  make  known  to  him.  This  seems  unnecessary,  and  the 
conjecture  of  Kl.  (adopted  by  Bu.)  that  we  should  read  lb  mint  is  taken 
as  the  basis  of  the  translation  above;  for  the  object  of  this  revelation  is  to 
warn  Eli  of  the  impending  doom  of  his  house.  — p;o]  the  construct,  govern¬ 
ing  the  clause  which  follows,  is  doubtless  possible,  Ges.26  §  13011.  It  seems 
awkward  here,  however,  and  the  word  is  left  out  by  Bu.  on  conjecture.  As  it 
seems  better  to  haye  some  authority,  I  prefer  to  emend  according  to  ©AB  which 
reads  via  pyo  but  omits  jv— c\s\  —  onb  O’SSpn]  cannot  mean  made  themselves 
vile,  AV.,  or  bring  a  curse  upon  themselves,  RV.  All  the  analogies  are  in 
favour  of  D’nhx  D’P'opE  which  was  read  by  <3 .  The  passage  is  one  of  those 
altered  by  the  scribes  ( tiqqune  sophertm ),  cf.  Geiger,  Urschrift  und  Ueberset- 
zungen,  p.  271.  —  mo]  is  used  in  the  sense  of  restrain  only  here,  so  that  there 
may  be  an  error  of  the  text. —  14.  jjoo'j]  is  regularly  followed  by  on  giving  the 
oath  a  negative  force,  or  by  n7_on  where  the  force  is  affirmative.  —  noon’]  this 
stem  is  found  here  only,  but  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  meaning.  The  Piel 
is  the  technical  term  for  removing  by  a  ritual  act  anything  which  is  offensive  in 
the  sight  of  God  and  would  therefore  make  his  worshippers  unacceptable  to 
him,  cf.  Dr.,  Deuteronomy,  p.  425,  BDB.,  s.v. 

15-18.  The  message  delivered. — Samuel  lay  until  the  morn¬ 
ing,  when  he  rose  and  opened  the  doors  of  the  house  of  YahweK\ 
a  part  of  his  regular  work  as  servant  of  the  sanctuary.  That  he 
was  afraid  to  make  the  vision  known  is  easily  understood. — 
16, 17.  Eli’s  adjuration,  so  may  God  do  to  thee  a?id  more  too,  if 
thou  conceal  from  me  a  word  of  all  that  he  spoke  to  thee']  induces 
a  response.  The  formula  so  may  God  do  to  thee  is  an  imprecation 
originally  connected  with  the  ceremony  of  slaying  an  animal  at  the 
taking  of  an  oath.  The  parties  pray  that  the  fate  of  the  victim 
may  be  theirs.  The  fact  that  the  formula  is  used  only  in  Samuel 
and  Kings  is  an  argument  against  attributing  these  books  to  the 
Pentateuchal  authors  E  and  J,  who  had  abundant  opportunity  to 
use  the  expression  in  their  histories.  The  omission  of  the  subject 
of  the  verb  shows  Eli’s  dread  of  the  divine  sentence.  At  Samuel’s 
report,  the  old  man  resigns  himself ;  It  is  Yahweh,  let  him  do  what 
is  good  in  his  sight ]  compare  David’s  expression  in  2  S.  1526. 

15.  After  opon,  add  npoo  ooarn  which  has  fallen  out  of  pj  on  account  of  the 
resemblance  of  ipon  and  opoo;  it  is  preserved  by  <3.  The  doors  here  men¬ 
tioned  are  another  evidence  that  the  House  of  Yahweh  was  not  a  tent.  — 
16.  SxiE’.i’Tm]  some  MSS.  have  '0,-l’N. —  18.  ued]  (5l  adds  prjpa  (=  too), 
which  seems  necessary  to  the  sense.  —  U’j>o]  the  Qre  substitutes  vrjn  as 
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usual.  With  the  phrase  the  good  in  his  eyes,  compare  the  right  in  his  eyes,  the 
evil  in  his  eyes.  Strictly  parallel  with  the  present  passage  are  Gen.  16®  198 
(both  J)  and  Jd.  1924  (late).  But  we  find  213m  mt”n  once  in  Dt.  (618)  and 
aiBirSjD  in  Jd.  io15  (E).  Exactly  like  the  text  are  1  S.  I23  I436-40  2  S.  1928, 
representing  both  the  main  streams  of  narrative  from  which  our  history  is 
made  up. 


III.  19-IV.  la.  The  sequel  is,  that  Samuel  becomes  widely 
known  as  a  prophet.  The  verses  are,  however,  not  necessary  to 
the  connexion,  and  may  be  an  editorial  insertion. 

19.  As  Samuel  grew  up  he  continued  to  enjoy  the  favour  of 
Yahweh.  Yahweh  was  with  him  and  let  none  of  his  words  fall  to 
the  ground ]  that  is,  he  confirmed  them,  so  that  they  were  not 
useless.  —  20.  And  all  Israel  knew,  from  Dan  to  Beersheba]  cf. 
Jd.  201  2  S.  310  1 711 ;  that  Samuel  was  authenticated  as  a  prophet 
of  Yahweh ]  the  evident  idea  of  the  author  is  that  the  people  came 
to  the  sanctuary  to  consult  the  prophet.  —  21,  IV.  la.  The  verse 
as  it  stands  is  tautological.  By  the  change  of  a  single  word,  we 
get  an  excellent  continuation  of  the  preceding :  And  Israel  again 
appeared  in  Shiloh  because  Yahtveh  revealed  himself  to  Samuel, 
and  the  word  of  Samuel  came  to  all  Israel ]  the  sanctuary  had 
been  deserted  because  of  the  wickedness  of  Eli’s  sons,  and  because 
God  did  not  reveal  himself  to  them.  All  this  was  changed  by  the 
establishment  of  Samuel  as  prophet.  At  the  end  of  this  paragraph 
©  adds  :  (and  Samuel  was  established  as  a  prophet  from  one  end 
of  the  land  to  the  other )  but  Eli  was  exceeding  old  and  his  sons 
kept  on  doing  worse  and  worse  before  Yahweh']  what  is  here  in 
parenthesis  is  duplication  of  20b,  but  the  rest  is  possibly  original. 

19.  For  S’cri]  <5  may  have  read  hs:,  cf.  Jos.  2143  2  K.  io10.  —  21.  Bu. 
proposes  to  interchange  this  verse  and  the  following,  partly  on  the  ground  of 
<3,  and  partly  because  that  order  seems  more  natural.  The  difficulty,  however, 
is  caused  by  rifon*?  mm  rpu  which,  as  it  now  stands,  only  says  that  Yahweh 
appeared  again  in  Shiloh,  and  thus  duplicates  the  second  half  of  the  verse. 
By  the  single  change  of  mm  to  b.s-iim  the  difficulty  is  avoided,  and  the  verses 
fall  into  a  natural  order.  —  nNinS  is  an  unusual  form  for  an  infinitive  construct, 
but  occurs  Jd.  1321,  cf.  Ges.26  75  c,  Stade,  Gram.  622  b.  —  mm  uns  uSao] 
is  lacking  in  ©  and  probably  later  expansion.  —  IV.  la.  The  division  into  chap¬ 
ters  has  cut  off  this  clause  from  the  paragraph  to  which  it  belongs.  The  addi¬ 
tion  adopted  above  is  found  in  the  MSS.  of  <5,  apparently  without  exception. 
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IV.  lb-VII.  1.  War  with  the  Philistines;  defeat  of  Israel 
and  capture  of  the  ark ;  the  experiences  of  the  Philistines 
with  the  ark  and  its  return  to  the  land  of  Israel. 

The  three  chapters  form  a  closely  connected  whole.  They 
show  no  trace  of  acquaintance  with  Samuel,  but  form  a  natural 
continuation  of  the  history  of  Eli  and  his  sons.  They  are  now 
generally  supposed  to  belong  to  an  older  stratum  of  the  narrative 
than  that  which  has  preceded.  In  spite  of  their  unity  of  scope, 
there  are  indications  that  they  are  from  a  composite  history  like 
that  of  JE. 

IV.  lb-22.  The  great  disaster.  —  The  author  tells  us  of  the 
first  repulse  in  few  words.  The  original  opening  of  the  account, 
however,  is  mutilated  in  by  the  same  cause  which  made  the  last 
words  of  321  illegible.  Restoring  the  reading  from  (©,  we  get : 
And  it  came  to  pass  in  those  days  that  the  Philistines  gathered  for 
war  against  IsraeP\  the  Philistines  appear  as  the  oppressors  of 
Israel  in  the  time  of  Samson.  We  know  very  well  that  they  occu¬ 
pied  the  great  maritime  plain  from  Joppa  southwards  to  the  border 
of  Egypt.  They  appear  as  a  confederacy  of  live  cities,  each  with 
a  chief  magistrate  (in  some  places  called  a  king)  bearing  the  title 
of  Seren.  That  they  were  immigrants  was  known  to  Amos  (g7), 
who  derives  them  from  Caphtor.  Cf.  Dt.  223  Jer.  474.  At  the 
opening  of  this  campaign  the  Israelites  camped  at  Ebenezer. 
According  to  712  the  place  did  not  receive  the  name  until  later. 
But  the  historical  accuracy  of  that  account  is  open  to  question. 
The  Philistine  camp  was  at  Aphek ,  probably  the  same  with  the 
Aphek  in  Sharon  of  Jos.  1218  (®).  Sharon  was  the  natural  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  Shephela.  The  place  cannot  now  be  certainly 
identified.  —  2.  When  battle  was  joined,  Israel  was  smitten  before 
the  Philistines ]  and  their  loss  is  put  at  four  thousand  men  in  the 
ranks  in  the  field.  This  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  Israel¬ 
ites  did  not  flee,  but  suffered  heavy  loss  while  holding  their 
ground. 

IV.  1.  Having  given  the  first  clause  to  the  preceding  paragraph,  we  find 
this  one  beginning  with  Ni"o,  which  gives  no  explanation  of  the  reason  why 
Israel  went  out.  This  is  supplied  by  <5  which  begins  Kal  iyerf/On)  iv  rats 
i//u(pous  t/telvous  Kal  avvaOpolfovrai  aXK6<pv\ot  eis  Tr6\ep.ov  IttI  I crpar/X.  This  is 
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now  generally  adopted  as  the  original  beginning  of  the  section.  It  seems  to 
be  found  in  all  MSS.  of  @.  —  D’n!?i?3  nxnpS]  should  probably  be  onxipS  d>. 
On  the  Philistines,  Ebers,  Aegypten  und  die  Bucher  ATosis  (1868),  pp.  130- 
237;  Max-Miiller,  Asien  und  Europa  (1893),  pp.  387-390.  —  nyn  pan]  can¬ 
not  be  right.  The  first  word  must  be  ids  (We.).  —  pax]  We.  {Comp.,  p.  254) 
identifies  this  with  the  Aphek  of  291  1  K.  20'26  2  Iv.  1317.  Cf.  Buhl,  Geog., 
p.  212.  —  2.  nxip?  unyn]  cf.  2  S.  io9- 10.  —  cam]  gives  no  suitable  sense  here  : 
Kal  eicXivev  (£5  points  to  am  (adopted  by  We.  al.).  It  should  be  noticed,  how¬ 
ever,  that  naj  is  nowhere  used  of  a  battle,  so  that  the  emendation  is  doubt¬ 
ful;  U’pm  would  give  a  good  meaning  and  would  easily  be  corrupted  into  ram, 
cf.  2  S.  217.  —  Stnr']  prefix  r\x  with  (£5  (Bu.). 

3—11.  The  bringing  of  the  Ark  to  the  camp  does  not  deliver 
the  Israelites;  on  the  contrary  the  Ark  itself  falls  into  the 
hands  of  the  enemy.  — As  usual  the  Sheikhs  determine  what  is  to 
be  done.  They  recognize  that  Yahweh  has  smitten  them~\  the  de¬ 
feat  of  course  could  not  be  because  their  God  was  less  powerful 
than  the  deities  of  the  enemy.  Let  us  bring  to  us  from  Shiloh  the 
Ark  of  our  God  that  he  may  go  out  in  the  midst  of  us  and  save  us 
from  our  enemies.  The  Ark  was  taken  into  battle  on  other  occa¬ 
sions,  as  in  the  Ammonite  war,  2  S.  nu.  The  cry  which  was 
raised  when  the  Ark  set  out  at  the  head  of  the  people  was  (Num. 
io35)  :  Rise,  Yahweh,  and  let  thine  enemies  be  scattered,  and  let  thy 
haters  flee  before  thee  —  a  war-cry  on  the  face  of  it.  That  the 
Ark  went  before  the  people  at  the  invasion  of  the  country  and  the 
siege  of  Jericho  (Jos.  3,  4)  is  significant  in  the  same  connexion. 
The  present  account  identifies  Yahweh  and  the  Ark  very  closely, 
but  it  does  not  describe  the  sacred  object.  From  the  name  we 
infer  that  it  was  a  chest,  for  the  same  word  is  used  of  the  sarcoph¬ 
agus  of  Joseph,  Gen.  50-°,  and  of  the  box  set  by  the  side  of  the 
altar  to  receive  the  money  contributions  of  the  worshippers,  2  K. 
1210.  The  author  of  Deuteronomy  (io3)  describes  it  so  far  as  to  say 
that  it  was  of  acacia  wood,  and  made  to  contain  the  two  tables  of 
the  Covenant.  Hence  his  name  for  it  is  Ark  of  Yahweh' s  Cov¬ 
enant,  and  this  usage  prevails  in  Deuteronomistic  passages  in 
other  books.  The  priestly  writer  of  Ex.  25  gives  us  the  exact 
dimensions,  and  covers  it  with  gold  after  his  manner.  He  also 
makes  it  contain  the  tables  of  the  Law  which  he  calls  the  Testi¬ 
mony.  So  that  his  name  for  it  is  Ark  of  the  Testimony.  He  also 
gives  an  elaborate  description  of  its  lid  or  cover,  to  him  the  most 
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important  part  of  the  sacred  object,  something  of  which  we  do 
not  hear  in  earlier  writers.  Jeremiah  alludes  to  it  once  under  the 
name  given  it  by  the  Deuteronomist,  but  in  terms  which  show 
that  he  attached  no  great  importance  to  it,  Jer.  316.  The  com¬ 
moner  name  in  the  historical  books  is  Ark  of  Yahweh  or  Ark  of 
God.  In  some  cases  this  designation  has  been  obscured  by  inter¬ 
polation,  a  scribe  having  inserted  the  word  Covenant  to  conform 
to  his  own  usage,  as  is  illustrated  in  the  passage  before  us. 

3.  mm  mia  pix]  r^)v  KifltoTbv  to 0  8eov  7]/j.£jv  both  readings  are  com¬ 
bined  in  <§L.  The  original  is  evidently  irri^x  pix,  for  which  a  scribe  substi¬ 
tuted  the  Deuteronomic  phrase.  We  must  judge  in  the  same  way  of  the 
insertion  of  nna  in  v.4  (twice)  and  in  v.6.  So  far  the  revision  was  car¬ 
ried  and  then  given  up.  In  all  these  cases  the  testimony  of  C§B  is  against  the 
insertion.  The  problem  of  the  nomenclature  of  the  Ark  is,  however,  some¬ 
what  complicated.  No  less  than  twenty-two  various  designations  are  found 
for  it.  Of  these,  no:  pnx  with  its  expansions,  are  Deuteronomistic,  and 
rvnyn  pox  belongs  to  P.  The  original  name  must  have  been  simply  mm  pix, 
for  which  might  be  substituted  dtiSn  pox  or  O'nSxn  pox.  The  only  one  of 
these  used  in  the  Hexateuch  is  mm  pox,  which  occurs  in  Jos.  3,  4,  6,  and 
7,  always  in  the  narrative  of  JE,  and  (curiously)  in  both  elements,  J  and  E. 
The  occurrence  of  cnoxn  pox  in  the  present  chapter  would,  therefore,  militate 
against  its  assignment  to  either  of  the  Hexateuchal  sources. 

It  remains  to  notice,  however,  that  the  interchange  of  the  two  names  in 
the  chapters  before  us  cannot  well  be  explained  except  on  the  ground  of  two 
different  hands  having  been  concerned  in  the  composition  of  the  narrative. 
The  facts  are  as  follows : 

1.  mm  mo:i  pox  in  w.3-5  is  the  result  of  interpolation,  as  already  noted, 
and  so  is  D'n'jxn  nna  pox,  which  occurs  in  v.4b. 

2.  *?xotm  'oSx  pox  which  is  used  in  57- a  10- 11  63,  in  the  mouth  of  the  Philis¬ 
tines  is  the  natural  expression  for  them  to  use. 

3.  mm  pox  is  used  46 ;  it  then  gives  place  to  D'nVxn  pox,  but  is  resumed 
53- 4,  interrupted  by  510,  but  again  resumed  in  61,  being  used  throughout  the 
rest  of  the  chapter  and  in  71,  which  belongs  with  it. 

4.  D'nSx  pox  is  used  only  once  (411) ;  but  D'nSxn  pox  characterizes  413- 
52,  in  which  it  occurs  eight  times.  It  recurs  again  twice  in  510. 

The  verse  510  can  well  be  spared  and  is  probably  an  insertion.  The  section 
4II-22  forms  a  distinct  section  of  the  narrative,  being  concerned  with  the  recep¬ 
tion  of  the  news  by  Eli  and  the  effect  upon  him  and  his  house.  Nothing 
stands  in  the  way  of  our  assigning  it  to  a  different  hand  from  the  one  that 
wrote  the  rest  of  the  account.  The  two  verses  51' 2  are,  in  part,  a  necessary 
introduction  to  what  follows.  But  they  are  over  full,  and  probably  have  suf¬ 
fered  redactional  accommodation  to  their  present  place. 

Notice  that  xmi  should  be  xx’i,  which  was  read  by 
D 
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4.  The  proposition  is  adopted  and  the  Ark  is  brought  from 
Shiloh  ;  and  also  the  two  sons  of  Eli  with  the  Ark  of  God~\  they 
would  naturally  accompany  it,  but  the  author  calls  attention  to 
their  presence  because  their  fate  is  involved.  If  this  were  part  of 
the  document  which  makes  Samuel  so  prominent,  his  name  would 
certainly  have  been  mentioned  here  either  to  explain  his  escape 
or  to  account  for  his  absence.  —  5.  When  the  Ark  reached  the 
camp  all  Israel  shouted  a  great  shout  and  the  earth  resoimded ]  cf. 
Jos.  6'1 20  (E).  —  6.  The  Philistines  inquire  the  cause  of  this  noise  of 
shouting  in  the  ca?nf  of  the  Hebrews ]  so  the  Israelites  are  named 
ordinarily  by  foreigners.  They  ascertain  that  the  Ark  of  Yahweh 
has  come  to  the  camp.  —  7.  The  fear  of  the  Philistines  is  motived 
by  the  thought  :  These  are  their  gods ;  they  have  co?ne  to  them  to 
the  ca?np~\  the  text  is  that  of  (&B .  Woe  to  us,  for  it  has  not  been 
thus  heretofore ]  indicates  that  the  palladium  had  not  usually  been 
taken  to  war  in  this  period.  —  8.  The  question  of  desperation  : 
Who  shall  deliver  us  from  the  hand  of  these  mighty  gods  ?  is  fol¬ 
lowed  by  the  historical  reason  :  These  are  the  gods  which  smote  the 
Egyptians  with  every  sort  of  plague  and  with  pestilence^  the  received 
text  has  with  every  sort  of  plague  in  the  wilderness.  This  might  be 
condoned  in  the  mouth  of  the  Philistines,  but  it  would  hardly  occur 
to  an  Israelitic  writer  to  impute  the  inaccuracy  to  them.  —  9.  Take 
courage ]  Jd.  2022;  and  be  men ]  lit.  atid  become  men  if  you  never 
were  men  before.  In  case  of  defeat  they  could  expect  only  to 
become  slaves  of  the  Hebrews ;  as  they  have  been  slaves  to  you. 
10.  The  result  was  the  courage  of  despair  on  the  part  of  the 
Philistines,  so  that  in  the  battle  which  ensued  Israel  was  defeated , 
and  fled  each  to  his  tents ]  2  S.  1817  199.  The  slaughter  in  Israel 
is  given  as  thirty  thousand  footmen~\  cf.  Jd.  202  1  S.  154  2  S.  io6. 
— 11.  The  climax  :  The  Ark  of  God  was  taken  and  the  two  sons 
of  Eli  died}  so  the  sentence  pronounced  by  Samuel  was  executed. 

4.  The  Ark  is  here  called  in  JfJ  D’Dian  at?'  niNDX  nim-nnD  pin  of  which  <55B 
omits  nna  and  niton  The  presumption  is  in  favour  of  the  shorter  form,  and  it 
is  probable  that  D'Dian  DC'  also  is  a  later  insertion,  for  no  reason  can  be  given 
why  the  author  should  so  describe  Yahweh  here,  cf.  2  S.  62.  —  dci]  is  inappro¬ 
priate.  The  word  DC  is  not  represented  in  (55.  — dh  proposed  by  Kl.  would  not 
be  out  of  place.  But  on  the  testimony  of  <3  it  seems  better  to  read  simply 
the  1.  The  names  Hophni  and  Phinehas  read  like  an  afterthought.  —  5.  rvnD] 
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is  to  be  omitted,  with  ©.  —  anni]  on  the  form  Ges.26  §  72  h,  who  makes  it 
Qal.  —  6.  n;nnn  hip]  cf.  npjxn  hip  v.14.  —  nn]  on  the  pointing,  Ges.26  §  37  f. 

• —  7.  The  speech  of  the  Philistines  varies  somewhat  in  the  different  recensions 
of  ©,  and  all  differ  from  The  latter  has  simply  D'nhN  so.  But  it  must  be  evi¬ 
dent  that  nrpnhx  is  the  appropriate  word.  As  this  is  rendered  by  ©  we  naturally 
adopt  it,  and  with  it  the  context  as  translated  above.  The  reading  of  ©L  oCtos  6 
0e6s  avr  Civ  seems  to  be  a  correction  of  the  phrase  in  ©B.  —  so]  should  be  read 
ISO  with  ©B.  • — -  llh  un]  ©  adds  efeXoO  17/uas,  Kvpte,  a-qp-epov,  which  is  of  course 
impossible  in  the  mouth  of  the  Philistines.  If  original,  it  is  part  of  a  speech 
attributed  to  the  Israelites,  which  it  is  now  impossible  to  reconstruct.  —  hens 
□c»Pc’]  cf.  Ex.  57f- 1  S.  1421 197.  —  8.  D’THNn]  arepeCiv  ©B  seems  to  render  D'l'isn, 
which  is  more  appropriate,  so  Cappellus,  Notae  Criticae,  p.  433.  —  -imcn]  has 
been  supposed  to  indicate  a  tradition  which  made  the  Egyptians  follow  the 
Israelites  into  the  desert  and  there  to  be  smitten  by  the  plagues.  But  the  text 
is  uncertain,  ©  reading  /ecu  kv  rj]  ephp-ip.  This  is  of  course  ungrammatical,  but 
may  conceal  12121  as  conjectured  by  We.  and  adopted  by  Dr.,  Bu.,  al. — 
9.  The  two  imperatives  are  continued  by  two  perfects  with  waw  consecutive, 
Dr.,  Tenses 3,  §  112.  —  Dnin’jji]  ©  seems  to  render  aincnSji.- — 10.  icnS'i]  as 
©B  omits  the  Philistines,  it  is  altogether  probable  that  both  parties  are  thought 
of  as  subjects — -they  fought.  — 11.  The  names  Hophni  and  Phinehas  read 
again  as  if  an  afterthought. 


12-21.  The  effect  of  the  tidings.  —  There  ran  a  Benjamite 
from  the  ranks ]  Rabbinical  tradition  makes  him  to  have  been  Saul, 
who  had  rescued  the  tables  of  the  Law  from  the  hands  of  Goliath. 
With  his  clothes  rent  and  earth  on  his  head ]  the  usual  signs  of 
grief,  2  S.  i2  1532.  — 13.  The  verse  is  difficult  to  understand. 
The  received  text  ( Qre)  makes  Eli  sit  by  the  side  of  the  road, 
watching ]  the  road  would  naturally  be  the  one  leading  to  the 
scene  of  battle.  Yet  the  fugitive  apparently  comes  first  to  the 
town  and  afterwards  to  Eli.  A  change  of  pointing  would  make 
Eli’s  station  to  be  beside  the  Mizpah  road,  but  this  does  not  relieve 
the  difficulty.  We  are  forced  therefore  to  read  with  <3  by  the  side 
of  the  gate  watching  the  road~\  where  the  gate  is  evidently  the  gate 
of  the  sanctuary,  at  which  he  was  accustomed  to  sit,  iJ.  Though 
he  was  blind,  his  mind  was  intent  upon  the  road  along  which  news 
must  come — for  his  heart  was  trembling  for  the  Ark  of  God. 
The  bearer  of  tidings  comes  first  to  the  town,  which  shrieks  at  the 
news.  — 14.  Eli  hears  the  outcry  before  the  messenger  reaches  him, 
but  the  latter  does  not  delay  —  he  hastened  and  came  and  told  Eli. 
—  15.  The  verse,  which  speaks  of  his  age  and  blindness,  inter- 
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rupts  the  narrative  and  is  apparently  a  redactional  insertion.  If 
original,  it  belongs  after  the  first  clause  of  v.u.  —  16.  Iam  he  that 
is  come  from  the  ranks ]  the  speaker  takes  for  granted  that  some 
one  was  expected.  —  17.  To  Eli’s  question  the  answer  is  given  in 
four  particulars  :  Israel  fled  before  the  Philistines ;  there  was  a 
great  slaughter  of  the  people  ;  thy  two  sons  are  dead ;  and  the  Ark 
of  God  has  been  captured~\  the  four  form  an  ascending  scale  to 
Eli,  reaching  the  climax  in  the  capture  of  the  Ark.  — 18.  When 
the  messenger  mentioned  the  Ark~\  the  special  object  of  Eli’s  solici¬ 
tude,  the  old  man  fell  from  his  seat  backward  by  the  side  of  the 
gate,  and  his  neck  was  broken,  and  he  died~\  the  author  adds  in  ex¬ 
planation  that  the  man  was  old  and  heavy.  The  additional  re¬ 
mark :  he  had  judged  Israel  forty  years  is  evidently  designed  to 
bring  Eli  into  the  same  class  with  the  Judges  whose  story  is  given 
in  the  Book  of  Judges. 

12.  pnu2"iyiN]  is  possible,  but  more  natural  is  mnU3  19'N,  which  is 
favoured  by  ©.—  13.  y>]  T,  Qre  and  some  MSS.,  is  undoubtedly  correct. 
It  seems  unnecessary  to  change  to  TD  or  TV,  however,  as  is  done  by  some 
commentators.- — -ncsn  q-n]  would  naturally  be  interpreted  the  Alizpah  road. 
But  the  punctuators  give  us  nsrp,  which  is  confirmed  by  ©.  This  version, 
however,  reads  icapti  ttjv  TrvXr/v  crKoiYevwv  t: rjv  oSov  —  mn  ncXD  "iJJtl’n  T,  which 
is  restored  by  Th.  — 14.  pnn  is  the  confused  noise  made  by  a  crowd  of  people. 
— 15.  The  verse  is  expanded  in  ©  by  the  repetition  (substantially)  of  the 
greater  part  of  v.14.  This  indicates  that  its  original  place  was  different  from 
the  one  in  which  we  now  find  it;  and,  as  a  rule,  such  dislocations  are  proof  of 
later  insertion.  For  ninety-eight  years  ©  has  ninety.  —  ncp  pj'jn]  for  which  the 
Orientals  give  tcp  Qre,  seems  harsh  in  spite  of  the  parallels  adduced  by  Dr. 
Notes.  The  confusion  of  n  and  i  is  so  easy  that  it  seems  better  to  restore  the 
plural  here.  Cf.  I  K.  144.  Twelve  codd.  read  ncp  mjn  here.  — 16.  If  the 
preceding  verse  be  omitted,  we  may  also  omit  'SyStf  tP'Nn  with  ©AB.  For 
the  first  njnycn  ©  seems  to  have  read  njncn.  — 17.  "iD’Dcn]  the  original  mean¬ 
ing  was  one  that  made  another  change  colour,  therefore  a  bringer  of  important 
tidings,  whether  good  or  bad.  In  actual  Hebrew  usage  it  generally  means  a 
bringer  of  good  tidings.  For  udS  read  ucc  with  16  MSS.  and  probably©. 
The  successive  stages  of  the  disaster  are  emphasized  by  DJI.  The  names  of 
the  two  sons  are  omitted  by  ©BL. — -18.  n'Dino]  some  MSS.  have  n’Otnu. 
The  two  prepositions  are  not  infrequently  confused.  —  T  nya]  can  hardly  be 
right.  Probably  an  original  i'D  was  corrupted  into  ny,  and  then  the  ni  was 
inserted  in  the  endeavour  to  make  sense:  ix^>lxevo^  ©AB,  ^xl'txeva  ©L  else¬ 
where  represent  I’D  or  t>"Sn,  Ts.  1416  1  S.  193.  —  inpiDD]  here  only.  It  means 
the  neck  as  dividing  (pis)  the  head  and  trunk. 
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19.  The  effects  in  the  family  of  Eli  are  set  forth.  His  daugh¬ 
ter-in-law,  the  wife  of  Phinehas,  was  with  child ]  the  phrase  used 
here  does  not  occur  elsewhere  :  it  seems  to  mean  pregnant  and 
near  the  time  of  childbirth.  The  news  of  the  capture  of  the  Ark 
and  the  death  of  her  father-in-law  brought  on  the  pangs  of  labour. 

—  20.  At  the  moment  of  her  giving  birth,  the  women  standing 
about  her  said  to  her  :  fear  not,  for  thou  hast  given  birth  to  a  son ] 
a  message  which  should  give  her  comfort  in  her  sorrow.  But  she 
neither  answered  nor  heeded ]  lit.  set  her  heart,  Ex.  f3  Prov.  2  723. 

—  21,  22.  The  account  is  over-full,  probably  by  conflation,  22 
being  almost  an  exact  duplicate  of  a  part  of  21.  Leaving  out  the 
latter  we  get :  And  they  called  the  boy  Ichabod,  saying ;  the  glory 
from  Is?-ael  is  taken  captive  —  because  of  the  capture  of  the  Ark  of 
God  and  because  of  her  father-in-law  and  her  husband ]  the  sub¬ 
ject  is  the  women  standing  about  her,  for  she  was  already  uncon¬ 
scious. 

19.  nS1?  mn]  the  nearest  parallel  is  Is.  2617:  mSS  anpn  mn  ids.  On  the 
form  n?7,  Ivonig,  Gram.  I.  p.  402,  Ges.23  §  69  m.  The  form  here  may  be  a 
simple  scribal  error,  no  parallel  to  the  contraction  having  been  pointed  out 
except  nnN  for  mnx.  After  npSrrpN  vve  should  expect  non,  which  should  there¬ 
fore  probably  be  restored  for  nni.  Still  an  infinitive  may  have  been  intended, 
6  MSS.  read  nn  Sni.  With  nnx  cf.  Is.  213.  by  porn  is  found  in  the  sense  of 
being  poured  suddenly  upon,  Is.  605.  —  20.  nniD  nym]  in  itself  gives  good 
sense,  but  the  reading  of  ©  /cal  ev  r£  Kcupy  aurijs  a-rrodviiaKei :  nnD  nnyai  which 
seems  to  fit  the  case  better.  —  21.  sopni]  the  subject  evidently  cannot  be  the 
mother,  for  she  was  already  unconscious;  so  that  we  must  suppose  the  subject 
is  indefinite  —  one  called.  The  verb  is  feminine  because  the  writer  has  in 
mind  the  women  standing  about.  —  mao  ’N]  Inglorious  is  the  evident  intention 
of  the  writer  —  dSo^ia  (Josephus).  The  only  instance  that  can  be  cited  for 
’N  as  an  equivalent  of  px  is  Job  2230,  where  the  text  is  doubtful.  ©  seems  to 
point  to  un  as  the  first  member. —  Sn]  should  probably  be  by.  —  22.  The 
verse  is  omitted  (on  grounds  already  stated)  by  We.,  and  is  put  into  the 
margin  by  Bu. 

V.  1-12.  The  devastation  wrought  by  the  Ark.  —  First,  the 
god  of  the  Philistines  is  smitten :  then  they  themselves  suffer. 
The  trophy  is  brought  from  Eben-ha-ezer  to  Ashdod~\  one  of  the 
five  chief  cities  of  the  Philistines.  It  lay  near  the  coast  about 
midway  between  Joppa  and  Gaza.  A  village  on  the  site  still 
bears  the  name  Esdud.  The  tautology  in  this  verse  and  the  next 
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indicates  that  this  was  originally  the  conclusion  of  the  preceding 
section.  After  the  account  of  the  family  of  Eli  the  author  adds  : 
But  as  for  the  Philistines,  etc.  He  then  begins  his  specific  ac¬ 
count  of  the  fortunes  of  the  Ark.  —  2.  As  we  should  expect  in  the 
case  of  so  remarkable  a  trophy,  they  brought  it  to  the  temple  of 
Dagon  and  set  it  up  by  the  side  of  Dagon ]  the  national  god  of  the 
Philistines  if  we  may  argue  from  his  prominence  here.  The 
temple  here  alluded  to  existed  until  the  time  of  the  Maccabees,  i 
Macc.  xo83fi  ii4. 

The  nature  and  attributes  of  Dagon  are  wholly  unknown.  He 
is  a  god  of  the  Philistines  in  whose  honour  a  great  feast  is  held, 
Jd.  1623.  According  to  Schrader,  COT.  I.  p.  170,  the  name  is 
found  in  Assyrian.  If  the  name  be  Semitic,  it  may  be  related 
either  to  Jn  fish  or  to  jn  corn.  The  adoration  of  a  fish-god  in 
Syria  is  well  attested,  and  on  the  other  hand  the  god  of  corri 
would  be  at  home  in  the  fine  grain-growing  land  of  the  Shephela. 
For  Beth-Dagon  (two  places  of  the  name  are  mentioned  in  the 
Old  Testament)  Jerome  gives  us  domus  tritici,  while  for  Dagon 
he  allows  piscis  tristitiae  (OS.  pp.  25,  32).  Isaaki  and  Kimchi 
suppose  that  the  figure  of  Dagon  was  half  man  and  half  fish. 
The  combination  with  Atargatis  (Derketo)  is  uncertain,  see 
Moore’s  note  on  Jd.  1623,  Baudissin  in  PREi.  II.  p.  171,  Movers, 
Phonizier,  I.  p.  590.  For  the  god  of  the  harvest  Sanchuniathon  is 
cited  by  Movers.  Cf.  Wellhausen,  Skizzen,  III.  p.  170,  n.  2. 

3.  The  next  day,  the  Ashdodites  rose,  and  came  to  the  house  of 
Dagon  and  looked"\  the  latter  clause  is  lacking  in  but  is  prob¬ 
ably  original.  They  found  Dagon  prostrate  on  his  face  on  the 
ground ]  cf.  Jd.  3s5,  Gen.  17317;  the  narrator  evidently  means  that 
Dagon  was  doing  obeisance  to  Yahweh.  Without  learning  the 
lesson  of  Yahweh’s  superiority,  the  Ashdodites  raised  their  god 
and  returned  him  to  his  place.  —  4.  The  next  lesson  was  a  severer 
one.  The  following  morning  they  not  only  find  him  prostrate,  but 
the  head  of  Dagon  and  his  hands  were  cut  off  upon  the  threshold, 
only  his  trunk  was  left  of  him ]  the  received  text  has  only  Dagon 
was  left,  which  is  manifestly  impossible.  —  5.  The  narrator  traces 
a  peculiar  custom  of  the  worshippers  at  this  temple  to  this  event 
—  therefore  the  priests  of  Dagon  and  all  who  enter  the  house  of 
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Dagon  do  not  tread  on  the  threshold  of  Dagon  in  Ashdod  until 
tins  day,  but  step  over  //]  the  last  words  are  not  in  pf  but  seem  to 
be  original.  The  threshold,  having  been  the  resting  place  of  the 
hands  and  head  of  Dagon,  is  consecrated,  so  that  it  must  not  be 
touched.  We  find  every  one  who  leaps  over  the  threshold  (or 
upon  the  threshold )  alluded  to,  Zeph.  i°,  but  we  cannot  be  sure 
that  there  is  any  connexion  between  the  passages,  or  that  the 
custom  is  the  same  in  the  two  cases.  Various  threshold  cere¬ 
monies  are  cited  by  Schm.  p.  132. 

1.  On  the  location  of  Ashdod,  Robinson,  BR.  II.  p.  33;  GASmith,  Geog? 
p.  192.  —  2.  lJ'X'i]  elsewhere  of  setting  upright  as  Gen.  3038  Jd.  8'27.  It  seems 
to  imply  that  worship  was  to  be  offered  to  the  captive  God  as  well  as  to 
Dagon.  —  3.  mriDD]  is  lacking  in  ©B,  which,  however,  reads  Kal  eicrTj\9ov  eis 
o’ikov  AaytAv,  Kal  eiSov  lacking  in  f§.  Probably  <3  is  right  in  both  respects, 
the  niiiDD  can  be  spared  here  though  it  is  needed  in  v.4. —  Sat]  the  participle 
describes  the  state  of  the  idol.  —  msS]  would  mean  before  it,  which  is  super¬ 
fluous.  VJS"S^  should  be  restored,  following  ©  (We). — inp’l]  Kal  r/yeipav 
©  points  to  ID'p'l,  which  alone  is  in  place.  —  imam]  Kal  KarbaTT)crav  © 
indicates  ltuxu,  which,  however,  would  scarcely  be  followed  by  lDlpD1?.  At 
the  end  of  the  verse  ©AB  I  add  a  sentence  taken  from  v.°,  but  which  here 
interrupts  the  sequence.  —  4.  lDxm]  ©  seems  to  have  read  lD'OiZM  13  inn, 
adopted  by  Bu.  But  the  wording  in  ©  may  be  due  simply  to  free  transla¬ 
tion. —  vjob]  should  doubtless  be  as  above.  —  p.n  pi]  7tXt?v  i]  pdx 15 

Aayiitv  © :  Dagon  solus  truncus  3L.  The  emendation  in  for  jui  is  due  to 
Lagarde,  Prophetae  Chald.  p.  li.  K  has  U'fllJ  and  S>  pun  ddbui;  and  Ew., 
GVIZ.  II.  p.  586  (English  Trans.  II.  p.  415),  had  already  proposed  to  insert 
qu  or  n'U  before  pji.  We.  suggests  m,  which  does  not  seem  natural 
without  some  explanation.  —  5.  At  the  end  of  the  verse  ©  adds:  Sri  vireppal- 
vovres  {nrepfialvovcriv.  We.  admits  that  this  is  correct  description,  but  re¬ 
fuses  to  admit  the  words  to  the  text,  because  we  cannot  account  for  their 
omission.  To  which  the  obvious  reply  is,  that  the  archetype  of  |!f  was  evi¬ 
dently  illegible  in  many  places  and  so  very  possibly  here. 

To  the  references  concerning  Dagon  given  above  may  be  added  Scholz, 
G'otzendienst  tmd  Zauberwesen  bei  deti  alten  Hebrdern,  Regensburg,  1877, 
pp.  238-244.  His  endeavour  to  identify  Dagon  with  various  fish-gods  should, 
however,  be  viewed  with  reserve. 

6-12.  A  plague  breaks  out  in  the  city  and  follows  the  Ark 
wherever  it  is  carried.  —  6.  And  the  hand  of  Yahweh  was  heavy 
on  the  Ashdodites~\  a  phrase  elsewhere  used  of  oppression  by  a 
ruling  caste  or  people,  Jd.  i35.  And  he  wasted  them~\  in  Hos.  214 
the  same  verb  is  used  for  destroying  the  vines  and  fig  trees ;  and 
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smote  them  with  tumours ]  we  can  hardly  go  astray  in  seeing  a 
description  of  the  bubonic  plague.  The  same  word  is  used 
Dt.  2827  in  connexion  with  the  boil  of  Egypt,  cf.  Driver,  Dt.,  p.  310. 
At  the  end  of  the  verse  jfy  adds  epexegetically  Aslidod  and  her 
borders,  probably  a  late  insertion.  —  7.  Let  not  the  Ark  of  the  God 
of  Israel  remain  with  us,  for  his  hand  is  severe  upon  us]  cf.  the 
hand  of  a  severe  master,  Is.  194.  —  8.  A  council  of  the  Tyrants  of 
the  Philistines  is  held.  These  officers  bear  a  special  title. 
Whether  they  were  kings  (as  Jeremiah  calls  them,  2520)  or  more 
like  the  Sujfetes  of  the  Carthaginians  cannot  now  be  determined. 
It  does  not  appear  that  Achish,  king  of  Gath,  was  also  a  Seren. 
The  conclusion  :  To  Gath  let  the  Ark  of  Israel  go  around ]  Gath, 
one  of  the  chief  cities  of  the  Philistines,  cannot  now  be  identified. 
—  9.  But  when  the  Ark  was  brought  to  Gath  the  hand  of  Yahweh 
was  heavy  upon  them,  and  he  smote  the  men  of  the  city  both  small 
and  great,  and  tumours  broke  out  upon  them ]  the  rendering  of  the 
last  clause  is  conjectural  only,  as  the  verb  used  occurs  only  here. 
But  it  is  evident  that  the  plague  is  the  same  as  the  one  described 
above.  — 10.  The  Ark  is  next  sent  to  Ekron,  but  the  people  cry 
out  at  its  coming  ;  They  have  brought  the  Ark  of  the  God  of  Israel 
to  me  to  slay  me  and  my  people ]  the  pronouns  represent  the  speech 
of  each  individual  man.  For  Ekron  (©  has  Ashkelon  in  this  verse. 
Ekron  was  nearest  of  the  Philistine  cities  to  the  land  of  Israel. — 
11.  Another  council  of  the  chiefs  is  called,  and  the  people  pray  : 
Send  away  the  Ark  of  the  God  of  Israel  that  it  may  return  to  its 
place ]  only  thus  can  they  hope  to  escape  extermination.  The 
author  adds  in  explanation:  For  there  was  a  deadly  panic]  the 
word  is  used  of  the  tumult  of  a  routed  army,  Dt.  f3,  Is.  22s, 
adds :  the  hand  of  God  was  exceeding  heavy  there,  but  (f?  asserts 
that  the  panic  was  violent  when  the  Ark  of  God  came  there.  Pos¬ 
sibly  both  forms  are  later  expansions  of  the  text.  — 12.  The  tumult 
was  caused  not  merely  by  fear  of  death,  but  by  actual  suffering : 
The  men  who  did  not  die  were  smitten  with  tumours,  and  the  cry 
of  the  city  went  up  to  heaven]  cf.  Ex.  223. 

G.  D'Sfljn]  The  word  Q’Sdj?  occurs  only  in  this  passage  and  in  Dt.  2827, 
though  the  singular  occurs  as  a  proper  name  Sdjj.  The  root  seems  to  mean 
to  swell,  and  so  the  word  would  appropriately  be  used  of  any  tumour  or  boil. 
In  later  Hebrew  it  seems  to  have  been  applied  only  to  haemorrhoids,  and  to 
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have  become  a  vulgar  word.  No  other  reason  can  be  given  for  the  Massoretic 
substitution  of  D’lna  in  the  Qre,  than  that  the  latter  was  a  more  decent  name 
for  the  same  affliction.  The  copies  of  ©  show  much  variation  /cal  £££{ecrev  aiirois 
els  ras  vavs B  :  /cal  e^flpacra v  els  r as  i/aDs  avruiv  L.  The  skips  seem  out  of  place 
here,  so  that  we  are  unable  to  accept  this  reading.  ©L  has,  along  with  the 
rendering  just  quoted:  /cal  eir ara^ev  avroiis  els  ras  £8pas  avruiv,  which  shows 
the  earliest  meaning  given  to  cf.  1L  et  percussit  in  secretiori  parte 

natium.  Josephus  has  the  same  idea  when  he  says:  “they  died  of  dysentery, 
a  sore  disease  and  one  that  brought  the  most  painful  death;  before  their  soul 
could  be  released  by  an  easy  death  they  brought  up  their  bowels  eaten  away 
and  destroyed  by  the  disease.”  The  same  interpretation  of  may  have 

been  in  the  mind  of  the  author  of  Ps.  78®“;  cf.  also  ©B  in  its  rendering  of  Dt. 
2827  els  r t)v  Hdpav.  Whether  vavs  in  the  passage  before  us  ((5)  is  equivalent 
to  £8pa,  as  supposed  by  Schleusner,  must  be  decided  by  a  Greek  scholar. — 
mi?l2.rnxi  in^NTUt]  is  evidently  superfluous,  and,  as  it  is  not  rendered  by 
©,  we  may  safely  omit  it. 

<5  in  its  turn  has  an  addition:  /cal  p.t<rov  rrjs  x^Pas  avTrjs  aveplnjirav  plies' 
Kai  eylvero  crvvxvms  davarou  peyaXy  ev  rrj  iroXei.  The  mention  of  mice  here 
is  consistently  carried  on  by  similar  additions  in  v.10  (lacking  in  ©L  but  con¬ 
firmed  by  l)  and  in  61.  In  64-  n- 18  the  mice  appear  also  in  It  is  evident 
that  we  must  choose  one  consistent  recension  —  either  adopting  ©  throughout 
or  else  striking  out  the  mice  altogether.  In  favour  of  the  latter  alternative  is 
the  general  rule  that  the  shorter  text  is  more  likely  to  be  original;  secondly, 
the  text  of  reads  with  perfect  smoothness  up  to  the  point  where  the  golden 
mice  are  first  mentioned,  and  where  they  are  mentioned  they  read  like  inter¬ 
polations;  and  thirdly,  the  explicit  assertion  in  64  one  plague  was  upon  you  all, 
could  not  have  been  made  in  this  form  if  the  author  had  known  that  two 
plagues  had  been  sent.  I  conclude  on  these  grounds  that  the  mice,  wherever 
they  appear,  are  the  result  of  late  redactional  insertion.  —  7.  nDNi]  seems  to 
be  a  mistake  for  nox'1.  The  phrase  Stntt”  tiSk  jnx  is  appropriate  in  the 
mouth  of  the  Philistines,  as  has  been  remarked  above.  —  8.  S2]  is  lacking  in  ©. 
—  \nD]  is  evidently  the  native  name,  Jos.  133  Jd.  33.  Conjectures  as  to  their 
powers  are  found  in  Stark,  Gaza,  p.  136  ff.  —  n.i]  cf.  GAS.,  Geog.  p.  194  f. — 
2D’]  We  also  speak  colloquially  of  coining  around  to  a  place  even  where  no  cir¬ 
cuit  is  necessary.  ©  adds  els  Tldda  at  the  end  of  the  verse.  — 9.  ins*  iddh  nnN] 
<3  seems  to  have  read  upn  nnx  or  lnx  2Dn  nnx,  but  the  construction  of  ft]  is 
not  without  analogies. — ind  nbnj  nmnn  -pya  mm— p  ’nm]  is  confused,  and 
Kl.  (followed  by  Bu.)  proposes  to  omit  mm  m.  It  seems  to  me  more  prob¬ 
able  that  the  words  txd  nSru  nmnn  are  secondary.  The  panic  is  here  prema¬ 
ture. —  nncm]  the  verb  is  found  only  here.  The  corresponding  Arabic 
word  means  to  have  a  cracked  eyelid.  —  10.  It  has  already  been  pointed  out 
that  the  verse  is  possibly  an  intruder.  —  pDpy]  on  the  site,  cf.  Robinson, 
BR2.  II.  228;  GAS.  Geog.  p.  193;  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  187.  —  l2Dn]  tL  aireaTpt- 
pare  <3  is  more  animated,  and  perhaps  original.  —  11.  22”i]  ©  points 
For  mO'nDinD  ©  has  only  nmnn  and  is  perhaps  right,  for  a  death-dealing 
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panic  would  hardly  be  accurate  —  niD  might  arise  from  duplication  of  the 
two  letters  just  preceding.  —  rroc]  is  abruptly  introduced;  we  should  expect 
-unm  or  runn  'o.  &  omits  T  and  connects  mu  3  with  nninc.  For  the  rest 

of  the  verse,  also,  <3  has  a  different  reading :  is  eiaij\dev  ki/3utos  6eov  ’lap. 
ii cei.  This  may  have  arisen  by  the  corruption  of  T>  "uso  n-UD  into  jns  !OD,  or 
the  reverse  may  have  taken  place.  But  the  sense  is  complete  at  myri  without 
either  of  the  additions.  — 12.  This  verse  joins  very  well  on  to  the  preceding 
in  the  shorter  form  that  has  been  suggested.  For  lnowx?  is\x  Q’ti’jNm :  /cal  oi 
fivres  /cal  ovk  a-wo8avhvTc>  (S.  — D'D'^n]  nD’Dirn  17  codd.  (DeR.). 


YI.  1-VII.  1.  The  return  of  the  Ark.  — The  Philistines  after 
taking  council  as  to  the  proper  method,  send  the  Ark  back  to  its 
own  country  with  a  votive  offering.  The  returning  palladium  is 
received  at  Beth  Shemesh,  but  there  also  works  disaster.  It  is 
therefore  transferred  to  Kirjath  Jearirn,  where  it  finds  a  resting 
place. 

The  section  is  evidently  connected  with  what  precedes.  But  it 
is  possible  that  we  have  not  the  complete  narrative.  We  look  for 
the  conclusion  of  the  account  concerning  Ekron  (or  Gath,  if  Ekron 
is  not  original) ,  but  instead  are  simply  told  how  long  the  Ark  was 
in  the  field  of  the  Philistines.  The  actors  who  consult  the  necro¬ 
mancers  here  are  not  the  Tyrants  who  had  been  called  to  help  the 
Ekronites,  but  the  people  as  a  whole.  While  therefore  we  con¬ 
cede  the  coherence  of  the  narrative  in  its  general  features,  we 
must  admit  that  these  differences  point  to  its  composite  nature. 
With  them  coincides  the  change  from  the  hand  of  God  512,  to  the 
Ark  of  Yahweh,  61. 

1.  The  Ark  of  Yahweh  was  in  the  field  of  the  Philistines ]  David 
dwelt  in  the  field  of  the  Philistines  while  in  possession  of  Ziklag 
2  7"  n,  so  that  we  cannot  here  claim  the  field  as  the  open  country 
in  distinction  from  the  cities,  cf.  Jd.  54.  At  the  end  of  the  verse 

adds  :  and  their  land  swarmed  with  mice,  which  is  adopted  by 
Bu.  as  a  part  of  the  text.  Reasons  against  this  have  been  given 
above.  —  2.  The  Philistines  seek  advice  from  the  priests  and  the 
diviners^  who,  as  conversant  with  divine  things,  would  know  how 
to  placate  the  offended  deity.  The  diviners  are  elsewhere  coupled 
with  the  soothsayers  or  the  prophets,  Is.  Jer.  27s  29s.  Balaam 
is  called  a  diviner  Jos.  1322.  Micah  speaks  of  the  priests  as  giving 
an  oracle,  and  the  prophets  as  divining  (311).  In  Arabic  also  the 
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kahin  (the  same  word  is  in  Hebrew  the  priest )  is  a  diviner.  Tell 
us  with  what  toe  shall  send  it  to  its  place~\  the  demand  shows  that 
they  expect  to  offer  a  present  of  some  kind.  —  3.  The  reply  em¬ 
phasizes  the  need  of  the  trespass  offering:  If  ye  are  sending  the 
Ark  away ]  the  participle  treats  the  future  action  as  already  begun 
in  the  intention  of  the  actors,  cf.  Jer.  318,  Is.  6517.  You  must  not 
send  it  away  empty\  the  phrase  is  elsewhere  used  of  sending  one 
away  with  empty  hands,  Job  229  Gen.  3142  Dt.  is13.  What  is 
meant  is  at  once  explained  :  for  you  shall  surely  repay  hi7n  a  repa- 
ration ]  the  verb  is  used  of  giving  back  or  taking  back  what  has 
been  wrongfully  taken  away,  Gen.  1416  207  2  S.  9 7 .  The  transi¬ 
tion  is  easy  to  the  requiting  of  a  wrong  either  by  punishment, 
Jd.  957,  or  by  reparation,  Ex.  2134.  The  endeavour  of  the  Philistines 
is  to  recompense  Yahweh  for  the  wrong  done  him.  The  remainder 
of  the  verse  as  it  stands  in  says  :  then  you  shall  be  healed  and  it 
shall  be  known  to  you  why  his  hand  does  not  turn  from  you\  which 
must  be  interpreted  as  meaning  that  the  hand  of  Yahweh  would 
be  heavy  upon  them  so  long  as  they  refused  this  acknowledgment. 
But  the  text  may  not  be  sound.  To  the  question  as  to  the  nature 
of  the  required  present  the  answer  is  :  the  number  of  the  Tyrants 
of  the  Philistines,  five  golden  tumours,  for  one  plague  was  upon  you 
and  your  Tyrants ]  the  bearing  of  this  upon  the  question  of  the 
mice  which  are  here  introduced  (as  golden  mice)  by  has  already 
been  noted.  It  should  be  remarked  that  Budde,  who  is  large- 
hearted  enough  to  admit  the  mice  in  v.1,  finds  it  impossible  to 
retain  them  here.  In  fact,  they  and  the  tumours  cannot  both  have 
been  original  in  this  place.  They  are,  besides,  lacking  in  (®. 

The  ingenious  hypothesis  of  Hitzig  should  be  noticed :  that  the  mice  were 
symbols  of  the  pestilence,  so  that  the  votive  offerings  were  five  golden  mice 
simply,  and  the  misunderstanding  of  this  led  to  the  confusion  in  the  text. 
Wellhausen  came  to  the  same  conclusion  independently  of  Hitzig.  There 
seems  to  be  no  Hebrew  analogy  to  strengthen  this  supposition,  and  it  seems 
pretty  certain  that  if  the  earliest  author  of  this  account  had  known  of  the 
assumed  symbolism  he  would  have  indicated  it  in  some  way. 

5.  And  you  shall  [thus]  give  glory  to  the  God  of  Israel ]  recog¬ 
nizing  his  power  as  God,  Jer.  1316.  Perchance  he  will  lighten  his 
hand~\  which  had  been  heavy  upon  them.  The  first  half  of  the 
verse,  which  duplicates  the  preceding  verse,  is  best  omitted.— 
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6.  The  priests  exhort  the  Philistines  not  to  be  obstinate  in  their 
opposition  to  Yahweh,  putting  their  exhortation  in  the  form  of 
rhetorical  questions  :  Why  will  you  harden  your  hearts ]  after  the 
manner  of  the  Egyptians,  who  furnish  a  frightful  example  :  lit. 
make  your  hearts  heavy.  The  same  verb  is  used  Ex.  8 11,28  934  (J). 
Was  it  not  after  he  made  sport  of  them  that  they  let  them  go  .?]  the 
subject  of  the  first  verb  is  Yahweh,  cf.  Ex.  io2  (J).  —  7.  Instruc¬ 
tions  as  to  the  proper  way  of  sending  the  Ark  back  to  its  people. 
A  new  cart  should  be  made,  for  one  that  had  been  used  would 
have  been  already  profaned.  The  animals  to  draw  the  cart  were 
to  be  two  milch  cows  upon  which  the  yoke  had  not  come~\  they 
were  to  be  unbroken,  for  the  same  reason  that  the  cart  must  be 
new.  Th.  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  red  heifer  must  be 
one  that  had  never  been  yoked,  Num.  192,  and  cites  from  Ovid: 
nullum  passa  jugum.  In  order  to  test  the  will  of  Yahweh  the 
cows  were  to  be  yoked  to  the  cart,  but  you  shall  leave  their  calves 
behind  them  in  the  house ]  so  that  the  natural  inclination  of  the 
mothers  would  keep  them  from  going  away.  —  8.  They  are  to 
place  the  Ark  on  the  cart :  and  the  golden  objects  which  you  shall 
have  repaid  him  as  a  reparation ]  the  construction  shows  that  the 
matter,  being  determined  upon,  is  certain  to  be  done  — you  shall 
place  in  a  box  at  its  side\  the  word  translated  box  occurs  only  in 
this  account.  —  9.  The  behaviour  of  the  cattle  would  show 
whether  Yahweh  wished  to  return  to  his  own  land  :  If  it  goes  on 
the  way  to  its  own  border,  to  Beth  Shemesh,  then  he  has  done  us 
this  great  harm ]  the  identification  of  Yahweh  and  the  Ark  is  com¬ 
plete  and  we  might  equally  well  translate  :  If  he  goes  on  his  way 
to  his  own  border,  etc.  But  if  not,  then  we  shall  know  that  it 
was  not  his  hand  that  smote  us  —  it  was  an  accident  that  cattle  to 
us ]  the  way  is  left  open  in  case  the  behaviour  of  the  Ark  should 
not  be  what  they  expect.  Beth  Shemesh  was  probably  the  nearest 
Israelite  town  to  Ekron.  It  was  counted  to  Judah,  2  K.  1411 
Jos.  1510,  and  lay  on  one  of  the  natural  roads  from  the  Shephela  to 
the  hill  country. 

1.  After  /cat  ^fecre v  17  7 77  avT&u  /j.vas  ©.  —  2.  On  the  kind  of  divina¬ 

tion  practised  by  the  CDp  we  have  light  in  Ezek.  2i2G.  Cf.  also  Stade,  GVI.  I. 
p.  505;  Wellhausen,  Skizzen,  III.  p.  126 {.;  Driver  on  Dt.  1810.  —  Ujnin]  with 
two  syllables  written  defective  to  prevent  the  accumulation  of  vowel  letters.  — • 
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npa]  on  the  pointing  Ges26.  §  102k.—  3.  D'r^tfD]  we  should  add  dhn  with  7 
MSS.  ©S  (Dr.). —  D2’n]  the  meaning  of  the  word  seems  sufficiently  evident 
from  the  examples  given  above.  We  may  add  Gen.  2610,  where  Abimelech 
says  that  Isaac  had  nearly  brought  upon  him  a  fine.  In  the  legal  system  the 
trespass-offering  is  an  endeavour  to  compensate  Yahweh  for  infringement  of 
his  rights,  cf.  BDB.  s.  v.  DS’N.  —  wain]  as  the  priests  were  not  yet  certain  that 
Yahweh  was  the  sender  of  the  plague  (cf.  vs.9)  the  assurance  seems  premature 
that  they  should  be  healed.  One  is  tempted  to  read  isn.i  or  unar.  For  cdP  jnui, 
(Si  renders  Kal  i^iKaod-queTai  vfiiv  and  then  reads  the  rest  as  a  question  :  zuhy 
should  not  his  hand  turn  from  you?  This  is  favoured  by  the  tense  of  the 
verb.  But  the  probability  does  not  seem  sufficient  to  establish  the  reading  of 
©  rather  than  pj- —  4.  2m  '5sy]  2nr  11237  ntycm  which  is  added  by  pj,  is  lacking 
in  ©  and  therefore  suspicious.  —  D^S]  some  MSS.  ddSd1?  :  ©S  represent  simply 
03b.  —  5.  The  half  verse  (down  to  yisn)  duplicates  the  preceding  verse  and  is 
therefore  superfluous.  The  sense  is  perfectly  good  without  it,  and  part  of  it 
is  lacking  in  ©.  We.  regards  it  as  a  gloss.  —  htnu”  inb^Sj  T<£  K vptfi  ©  may  be 
original,  having  been  changed  so  as  not  to  have  the  most  sacred  name  in  the 
mouth  of  the  uncircumcised.  —  6.  bljnn]  the  verb  in  this  stem  seems  to  mean 
he  a?nused  himself  with  another,  or  at  the  expense  of  another.  Saul  fears  that 
the  Philistines  will  amuse  themselves  by  torturing  him,  314,  cf.  Jer.  3819.  The 
anthropomorphism  need  cause  no  surprise  in  view  of  such  a  passage  as  Ps.  24.  - — ■ 
7.  1'2’7  inp]  does  not  seem  to  occur  elsewhere  without  designation  of  the  mate¬ 
rial. —  nSjp]  as  the  vehicle  had  two  wheels,  the  word  is  properly  rendered  cart. 
The  word  is  used  Gen.  4519,  where  it  designates  the  ‘  wagon  ’  used  for  the  trans¬ 
port  of  persons,  and  Num.  7®,  where  it  designates  the  vehicle  on  which  the  vari¬ 
ous  parts  of  the  Tabernacle  (though  not  the  most  sacred)  are  to  be  carried.  It 
recurs  in  the  account  of  the  transfer  of  the  Ark  to  Jerusalem  in  the  time  of 
David.  According  to  Erman  ( Life  in  Ancient  Egypt ,  p.  491)  the  word  was 
adopted  in  Egyptian  as  the  name  of  the  baggage  wagon  (or  cart)  drawn  by  oxen, 
in  distinction  from  the  chariot  drawn  by  horses.  —  nV?7]  is  the  participle  of  bip 
to  give  suck,  cf.  Is.  4011. — idk]  the  verb  is  used  of  harnessing  to  the  chariot, 
Gen.  4629  2  K.  921.  —  p  is  used  of  the  young  of  animals,  Job  394  and  elsewhere. 
—  nn'2]  the  house  of  the  family  is  also  the  home  of  the  cattle. — -8.  hs]  is  so 
evidently  a  mistake  for  that  we  wonder  at  any  one’s  making  it.  The  inter¬ 
change  is  frequent  in  precisely  those  books  which  have  a  badly  transmitted  text, 
so  that  it  is  to  be  attributed  to  careless  scribes  rather  than  to  the  authors.  It 
is  in  fact  difficult  to  believe  that  the  two  words  could  be  confused,  so  long  as 
Hebrew  was  a  living  language.  Cf.  BDB.  s.  v.,  note  2.  —  '*73]  is  a  word  of  very 
wide  meaning;  implements,  instruments,  vessels,  ornaments  are  all  included 
under  it.  —  Dn32M]  the  perfect  indicates  that  in  intention  they  have  already 
given  the  recompense.  —  uiN3]  pointed  with  the  article,  which,  however,  may 
mean  no  more  than  the  box  which  was  necessary  for  the  purpose.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  punctuators  may  have  supposed  the  uin  a  necessary  part  of  every  cart. 
The  word  is  generally  taken  to  mean  box  or  chest,  though  some  suppose  a  bag 
intended.  Bochart  makes  it  a  Philistine  word,  Hierozoicon,  II.  36.  The  versions 
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evidently  have  no  more  light  than  we,  (5B  tv  dtp-ari  /3epexddv,  where  the  last 
word  is  probably  an  attempt  to  transfer  the  Hebrew  word,  tv  dep-ari  being  the 
translation.  Otpa  represents  roiyc,  in  Lev.  24°  and  elsewhere,  and  something 
might  be  said  in  favour  of  setting  the  votive  offerings  in  a  row  by  the  side  of  the 
Ark.  But  the  evidence  is  not  sufficient  to  assure  us  of  a  variant  reading  here. 
S  NHU13  evidently  has  the  root  ?J1  in  mind  and  makes  the  sense  put  them  in 
reverence  by  its  side,  for  which  some  might  argue.  But  if  the  author  wished  to 
give  a  warning  of  this  kind  he  would  connect  it  with  the  handling  of  the  Ark, 
not  with  the  votive  offerings  alone.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  word  nix  occurs 
in  vs.11- 15  both  of  which  are  late  insertions  into  the  narrative.  —  nsc]  the  Torah 
roll  was  also  to  be  put  by  the  side  of  the  Ark,  Dt.  3126. —  9.  ibi2J  "pi]  in  the 
direction  of  his  own  territory,  cf.  Ex.  1317  Num.  2133  1  S.  1318.  On  the  site 
of  Beth  Shemesh,  the  modern  Ain  Shems,  cf.  GAS.  Geog.  p.  219,  Lagarde, 
OS.  p.  237;  Rob.  BR1.  II.  p.  233  ff. 

10.  The  advice  adopted ;  the  cart  is  made  and  the  kine  are 
yoked.  — 11.  And  they  placed  the  Ark  of  Yahweh  on  the  carfi 
the  rest  of  the  verse  seems  to  be  a  late  insertion.  The  variations 
in  the  text  of  (@  show  that  different  attempts  were  made  to  con¬ 
form  its  text  to  $?.  The  interest  of  the  original  narrator  is  in  the 
behaviour  of  the  cattle,  and  he  passes  over  the  subordinate  mat¬ 
ters. — 12.  And  the  kine  took  a  straight  course  on  the  Beth  She¬ 
mesh  road ;  in  the  highway  they  went,  lowing  as  they  went,  and 
did  not  turn  to  the  right  hand  or  the  left~\  the  apparent  redun¬ 
dancy  is  due  to  the  author’s  desire  to  make  the  miracle  plain. 
The  lowing  of  the  kine  shows  their  natural  desire  to  return  to 
their  calves.  The  Tyrants  followed  as  far  as  the  Beth  Shemesh 
line.  — 13.  At  this  time  the  people  of  Beth  Shemesh  were 
engaged  in  harvesting  the  wheat  in  the  valley  up  which  the  Ark 
came.  At  such  times  the  whole  village  goes  forth  to  the  field. 
They  lifted  up  their  eyes  and  saw~\  a  form  of  detailed  description 
common  in  Hebrew.  And  came  rejoicing  to  meet  it ]  should  be 
read  with  (S.  — 14.  The  Ark  came  to  the  field  of  Joshua  the  Beth- 
shemshite  and  stood  stilT\  this  is  an  important  item,  as  the  stop¬ 
ping  indicated  the  will  of  Yahweh  as  to  his  abiding  place.  For 
the  next  clause  we  should  probably  read  :  and  they  set  there  a 
great  sione~\  as  an  altar,  and  they  split  the  wood  of  the  cart  and 
offered  the  kine  as  a  burnt-offering  to  Yahweh~\  an  appropriate 
welcome.  Araunah  also  offers  the  implements  of  the  oxen  for 
wood,  and  the  oxen  themselves  as  sacrifices,  2  S.  24'“.  — 15.  The 
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verse  is  superfluous,  18  joins  directly  to  H.  The  Ark  has  already 
been  lifted  from  the  cart  —  this  we  know  because  the  cart  has  been 
burnt.  The  burnt  offering  has  been  offered.  The  only  reason  fur 
the  verse  is  found  in  the  mention  of  the  Levites.  A  late  editor  or 
scribe  could  not  reconcile  the  free  handling  of  the  Ark  by  the 
men  of  Beth  Shemesh  with  the  legal  prescription,  and  therefore 
inserted  the  Levites.  These  are  utterly  foreign  to  our  whole  nar¬ 
rative  up  to  this  point.  Yet  they  alone  (on  the  later  theory)  were 
empowered  to  touch  the  sacred  things,  not  only  the  Ark  but  the 
chest  and  its  contents.  Hence  the  insertion.  It  is  possible  also 
that  the  author  did  not  like  the  great  stone,  and  so  made  it  in  this 
verse  only  the  pedestal  for  the  Ark.  — 16.  The  five  Tyrants 
having  seen  their  object  attained  returned  to  Ekron  the  same  day. 
— 17.  The  verse  (with  18a)  is  another  late  insertion,  a  recapit¬ 
ulation  after  the  method  of  the  Priestcode  and  the  Chronicler. 
It  is  free  with  its  gold,  according  to  the  precedent  set  by  these 
writers,  for  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  original  author  contem¬ 
plated  golden  mice  for  all  the  cities,  towns,  and  hamlets  of  the 
Philistines.  — 18.  The  first  half  should  be  omitted  with  the  pre¬ 
ceding  verse.  The  rest  seems  to  affirm  :  Witness  is  the  great 
stone  by  which  they  set  the  Ark  of  Yahweh  ;  to  the  present  day  it  is 
in  the  field  of  foshua  the  Beth-shemshite ]  other  memorial  stones, 
Gen.  3 152  Jos.  2Afi. 

11.  Sn]  for  b?  as  so  often.  —  Dnnnu  .  .  .  trim  ntn]  the  half  verse  is  not 
objectionable  on  the  ground  of  Hebrew  style  as  is  shown  by  Dr.,  Notes.  But 
comparison  of  the  copies  of  ©  shows  so  many  variations,  in  the  words  and  in 
their  arrangement,  that  we  must  suppose  the  original  ©  to  have  been  supple¬ 
mented  in  various  ways  to  bring  it  into  harmony  with  pp  annntfl  in  the  text 
is  also  an  indication  of  interpolation,  for  the  original  narrative  has  D'bsy  as  the 
name  of  the  plague;  though  some  MSS.  here  conform  to  the  usage  elsewhere, 
reading  nmSo?  in  the  Kt.  We.  strikes  out  all  but  uinh  nut;  Bu.  remands  the 
whole  to  the  margin.  — 12.  The  construction  is  not  free  from  difficulty. — 
nrvi’u]  older  form  of  the  third  person  feminine  plural,  Ges20.  %  eg]  k-,  Bottcher 
sees  in  it  a  dual,  Lehrbuch,  §  931  B.  The  form  is  Qal  with  assimilation  of  the  '. 
This  stem,  however,  means  to  be  straight  or  to  be  right,  whereas  to  go  in  a 
straight  path  is  expressed  in  Hebrew  by  a  Piel  or  Iliphil,  Prov.  9'°  15-1.  It 
does  not  seem  violent  therefore  to  change  here  to  though  analogous 

verbs  are  followed  by  the  direct  object  or  by  the  infinitive  with  h,  cf.  Ex.  S-4 
2  S.  1514.  Possibly  “ivu  is  an  error  for  pn  which  we  expect.  —  nnx  n^Dra] 
the  one  highway  implies  that  various  others  were  within  reach.  A  n*?DD  is  a 
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road  made  by  throwing  up  the  earth.  —  lp.n  -jt?n]  the  adverbial  clause  describ¬ 
ing  continuous  action,  Gen.  85  129  Jos.  69  2  S.  316.  — 13.  srat?  n'2  is  here  put 
for  the  inhabitants  and  followed  by  the  plural,  cf.  Hos.  58,  px  n'3  tpnn. — 
ixm  Dnu'j’nx  ixttm]  the  phrase  occurs  in  the  Hexateuch  several  times,  always 
in  JE,  but  in  both  J  and  E,  e.g.,  Gen.  ij10-  14  (J)  3i10- 12  (E),  also  in  Jd.  I917 
(assigned  to  J)  2  S.  iS2i  Jer.  32  I32)  Is.  4918  604  Zech.  51-5.  The  prophetic 
passages  are  all  in  the  imperative,  in  which  the  detailed  expression  is  easily 
accounted  for.  —  mxnS]  eh  diravT^mv  avrijs  ©  points  to  inxipS  which  should 
be  restored,  cf.  Jd.  193  (We.).  — 14.  DCM  aapm]  nal  eaT-paav  e/cet  Trap’ 
airrj  ©B  evidently  renders  nap  do1  lTDP'l.  It  is  not  impossible  that  the 
original  had  both  verbs  :  it  stayed  and  they  placed  there  by  it  =  rpcpu  napni 
lap  C2’,  and  that  one  verb  dropped  from  one  recension  and  the  other  from 
the  other  —  or  is  otto  CO’  an  original  ciy  lO'ti’U  which  became  illegible?  — 
nbrn  px]  it  is  conjectured  by  Bu.  that  the  stone  was  set  up  as  a  ma^ebah. 
But  the  immediate  context  favours  an  altar.  The  proximity  of  the  Ark  and 
the  necessity  of  offering  sacrifices  in  its  honour  argue  for  an  altar.  Doubtless 
a  ma^eba  would  be  set  up  as  soon  as  the  dwelling  of  Yahweh  should  be 
arranged.  A  case  strictly  parallel  does  not  occur.  Jacob’s  stone  was  a 
maf(eba  according  to  E  (Gen.  2S18-22),  but  it  was  destined  to  mark  a  per¬ 
manent  sanctuary,  and  the  same  is  true  of  the  maffeba  in  Gilead,  Gen.  3145 
(E).  A  memorial  stone  was  raised  by  Joshua,  2426f-,  and  the  same  was 
done  by  Samuel  at  Ebenezer  according  to  a  late  passage,  1  S.  712.  Saul’s 
altar,  1433,  is  more  like  the  account  in  our  text  than  any  other  mention  of  a 
stone.  Various  heaps  of  stones  are  mentioned  as  memorials,  but  present  no 
close  resemblance,  at  least  in  the  recension  of  the  Old  Testament  which  is  in 
our  hands.  — 15.  The  glossatory  character  of  the  verse  is  pointed  out  by  We. 
—  ?x]  16  MSS.  have  Sp  which  alone  is  in  place.  — 17.  nna]  is  evidence  of 
interpolation,  as  already  shown.  —  18.  Ssx  ipi]  makes  no  sense.  The  meadoui 
(if  it  were  allowable  to  translate  so)  in  which  the  Ark  rested  could  not  be  one 
of  the  villages  of  the  Philistines.  For  Sax  read  px,  with  ©,  and  point  the 
other  word  api  as  was  first  suggested  by  We.  The  emendation  is  accepted  by 
so  valiant  a  defender  of  the  traditional  text  as  Keil.  The  insertion  of  the 
article  before  px  seems  to  be  unnecessary. 

19.  The  verse  affirms  that  Yahweh  smote  some  of  the  people. 
The  received  text  seems  to  give  as  a  reason  that  they  looked  upon 
the  Ark.  There  is,  however,  no  other  indication  that  this  author 
thought  it  sinful  to  look  upon  the  Ark.  Had  he  thought  so,  he 
would  have  shown  what  precautions  were  taken  by  the  Israelites 
before  the  battle  to  prevent  this  profanation,  and  would  for  this 
cause  have  aggravated  the  plague  sent  upon  the  Philistines.  @ 
has  a  whole  clause  which  has  fallen  out  of  ^  and  which  relieves 
the  difficulty :  The  sons  of  Jeconiah  did  not  rejoice  with  the  men 
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of  Beth  Shemesh  when  they  looked  upon  the  Ark  of  Yahweh ]  by 
adopting  this  we  avoid  the  awkward  repetition  of  the  word  trans¬ 
lated  and  he  smote,  which  in  ^  comes  at  the  beginning  of  the 
verse,  as  well  as  at  the  beginning  of  the  next  clause  :  And  he 
smote  among  them  seventy  meii\  the  anger  of  Yahweh  was  not 
always  easy  to  account  for.  Such  an  occasion  for  it  as  the 
indifference  of  the  sons  of  Jeconiah  is  not  stranger  than  some 
others  of  which  we  have  a  record.  To  the  seventy  men,  the 
present  text  adds  ungrammatically  fifty  thousand  men  —  doubtless 
a  gloss.  The  various  attempts  to  explain  the  words  scarcely 
deserve  attention.  The  oldest  is  that  of  the  Targum,  which 
renders  seventy  men  of  the  elders  and  fifty  thousand  of  the  con¬ 
gregation.  Kimchi  represents  the  traditional  interpretation  to 
be  seventy  men,  of  the  worth  of  fifty  thousand.  Kimchi’s  own 
theory  is  that  asyndetically  the  expression  means  simply  fifty  thou¬ 
sand  and  seventy  men.  —  20.  The  people  ask  two  questions,  the 
first  indicative  of  their  fear  —  who  is  able  to  stand  before  Yahweh 
this  holy  God?  The  holiness  of  Yahweh  is  his  apartness  from  the 
world.  This  makes  it  impossible  to  approach  him  except  after 
special  ceremonial  preparation,  and  his  displeasure  is  fatal  to 
those  who  approach  him  without  that  preparation  (consecration). 
The  question  of  the  Beth-Shemshites  shows  their  despair  of  meet¬ 
ing  Yahweh’s  requirements.  They  regard  his  presence  as  a  con¬ 
stant  source  of  danger  to  them.  The  second  question  is  a  prac¬ 
tical  one  :  To  whom  shall  he  go  up  from  us .?]  the  verb  indicates 
that  some  place  in  the  hill  country  was  to  be  chosen.  —  21.  The 
place  chosen  is  Kirjath  Jearim.  The  name  evidently  means  City 
of  Thickets.  It  is  mentioned  in  Jos.  159,  where  it  is  identified 
with  Baalah;  in  Jos.  1560  it  is  called  Kirjath  Baal,  cf.  1814.  Euse¬ 
bius*  places  it  ten  (or  nine)  miles  from  Jerusalem  on  the  road  to 
Lydda.  It  is  not  yet  certainly  identified  with  any  existing  site. 
Probably  the  name  Kirjath  Baal  indicates  that  the  town  was 
already  a  sanctuary.  On  this  account  the  men  of  Beth  Shemesh 
chose  it  as  the  place  of  the  Ark,  and  the  people  of  Kirjath  Jearim 
found  it  natural  that  they  should  have  such  an  offer  made  them. 
—  VII.  1.  They  therefore  came  and  brought  up  the  Ark,  and 
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brought  it  to  the  house  of  Abinadab]  of  whom  we  know  nothing 
further.  The  house  was  situated  on  the  hill  on  which  the  town 
was  built.  To  provide  an  appropriate  attendant,  they  consecrated 
Eleazar  his  son  to  keep  the  Ark']  nothing  is  said  of  his  belonging 
to  the  priestly  family  or  tribe. 

19.  "pi]  anticipates  unpleasantly  the  next  clause  :  /cat  ovk  r/a /xlviisav  ot  viol 
’lexoviov  As  the  Greek  verb  does  not  occur  elsewhere  in  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment,  we  are  left  to  surmise  its  original.  Ivl.’s  conjecture  inns'  \ja  nn  is 
probably  correct  (adopted  by  Bu.),  cf.  Ex.  i89  Ps.  2I7. —  Djn]  should  be  cor¬ 
rected  to  DH2  with  ©.  —  tv'x  f]St<  D'tTDn]  the  words  are  a  late  insertion,  appar¬ 
ently  unknown  to  Josephus,  and  recognized  as  a  gloss  by  Keil.  Whether 
they  were  a  marginal  note,  intended  to  remind  the  reader  of  the  later  plague 
(2  S.  24)  where  seventy  thousand  fell,  cannot  be  determined. — ihaxn'i] 
Gen.  3  7  34  Ex.  334  (E).  nSru  roo  non  occurs  Jos.  io10  Jd.  n33  (also  ascribed 
to  E).  —  20.  On  the  idea  of  holiness,  cf.  WRSmith,  Religion  of  the  Semites, 
p.  135,  Smend,  AUtestamentliche  Religionsgeschichte,  p.  333,  Duhm’s  Commen¬ 
tary  on  Isaiah ,  I4.- — 21.  On  the  site  of  Kirjath  Jearim,  Moore  on  Jd.  1812, 
GAS.  Ceog.  p.  226.  The  essay  of  Poels,  Le  Sanctuaire  de  Kirjath-Jearim 
(Louvain,  1894),  is  a  harmonistic  attempt  to  identify  Kirjath  Jearim,  Gibeon, 
Gibeah,  and  Mizpah,  and  so  to  show  that  the  law  of  a  single  sanctuary  was  in 
force  in  the  time  of  Samuel. 

VII.  2-17.  Samuel  delivers  the  people.  —  During  the  time  of 
the  sojourn  of  the  Ark  at  Kirjath  Jearim,  Samuel  turns  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  people  to  the  need  of  repentance.  At  his  exhortation 
they  put  away  the  strange  gods.  A  great  assembly  is  called  at 
Mizpah,  where  the  people  openly  confess  their  sins.  The  Philis¬ 
tines  take  occasion  to  invade  the  country,  but  at  Samuel’s  prayer 
Yahweh  interferes  and  throws  them  into  confusion ;  so  they 
become  an  easy  prey  to  Israel.  The  victory,  which  is  commem¬ 
orated  by  a  memorial  stone,  is  so  complete  that  the  Philistines  do 
not  invade  the  country  again  all  the  days  of  Samuel.  Samuel  is 
established  as  supreme  magistrate  of  the  people. 

The  contradiction  between  the  statements  here  made  and  what 
we  know  of  the  actual  history  is  complete.  The  conquests  of 
Saul  and  David  are  here  attributed  to  Samuel,  who  occupies  the 
position  of  the  theocratic  ruler  —  comparable  only  to  Moses.  The 
author’s  theory  of  history  is  like  that  of  the  Deuteronomistic 
editor  of  the  Book  of  Judges  —  if  possible  more  mechanical  than 
his.  The  people  are  enslaved  because  they  have  worshipped 
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strange  gods.  No  sooner  do  they  return  to  Yahweh  than  he 
returns  to  them  and  delivers  them.  The  deliverance  is  accom¬ 
plished  by  a  miraculous  intervention.  No  human  warrior  (like 
the  Judges)  is  needed.  For  this  reason  we  may  assume  that  the 
section  is  even  later  than  the  pragmatic  framework  of  the  Book  of 
Judges.  That  it  is  later  than  the  preceding  chapters  of  the  life  of 
Samuel  seems  evident.  The  call  of  Samuel,  at  any  rate,  is 
designed  to  establish  him  as  a  prophet  rather  than  as  judge  and 
ruler.  That  this  chapter  was  composed  with  a  view  to  what  pre¬ 
cedes  seems,  however,  plain  enough ;  and  equally  plain  that  it 
was  originally  designed  to  ignore  Saul  altogether. 

In  Jer.  151  we  find  Yahweh  saying:  “Though  Moses  and  Samuel  should 
stand  before  me,  my  soul  would  not  be  towards  this  people.”  Co.  ( Einl 3.  p. 
99)  argues  that  Jeremiah  has  our  present  account  in  mind  and  the  reasoning 
is  adopted  by  Bu.  (RS.  p.  178)  and  Dr.  (ZD76.  p.  178).  The  coordination 
of  Moses  and  Samuel  is  undoubtedly  striking.  But  Jeremiah’s  conception  of 
them  seems  to  be  that  they  were  prophets  like  himself — for  it  is  his  own 
intercession  which  is  rejected  and  the  rejection  justified  by  the  mention  of  his 
predecessors.  The  passage  does  not  prove  more  than  the  existence  of  a  tradi¬ 
tion  of  Samuel’s  prophetic  activity.  The  present  narrative  seems  to  represent 
a  more  advanced  stage  of  theocratic  theory. 

2.  The  intention  of  the  verse  is  evidently  to  say  that  from  the 
time  of  the  Ark’s  return  the  people  received  a  new  impulse. 
Unfortunately  the  main  verb  is  obscure  and  probably  corrupt. 
We  should  probably  read  :  From  the  day  the  Ark  dwelt  at  Kirjath 
Jearim  all  the  house  of  Israel  turned  after  Yahweh ]  the  inserted 
clause  :  the  days  were  many  and  became  twenty  years  is  probably 
secondary.  —  3.  If  with  all  your  hearty  the  clause  is  put  first  for 
emphasis.  The  passages  in  which  it  occurs  are  comparatively  late, 
Dt.  ix13  134  Jos.  225  1  Sam.  1224  Jer.  2913  Joel  212.  You  are  [now] 
returning  to  Yahweh ]  the  expression  betrays  the  same  conception 
which  is  contained  in  the  phrase  strange  gods  which  follows,  cf.  Dt. 
3116  Jer.  519  Jos.  2420.  The  Ashtaroth  seem  an  afterthought  here, 
as  in  some  other  passages.  The  word  is  the  plural  of  the  name 
which  in  the  Old  Testament  is  vocalized  (probably  wrongly)  as 
Ashtoreth.  The  well-known  goddess  of  the  Canaanites  (properly 
Astarte )  is  elsewhere  associated  with  Baal.  An  Astarte  of  the 
Philistines  is  mentioned  1  Sam.  3110.  And  prepare  your  heart 
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towards  Yahweh  your  God~\  a  late  formula,  2  Chr.  1214  2033  3019 
Ezr.  710.  And  serve  him ]  that  is  worship  him,  in  this  sense  the 
word  is  Deuteronomic.  That  he  may  deliver  j you]  the  form  of 
the  verb  indicates  that  this  is  the  purpose  of  the  preceding  imper¬ 
atives.  —  4.  The  preaching  is  effectual :  The  Sons  of  Israel  put 
away  the  Baals ]  the  word  is  used  as  equivalent  to  the  foreign 
gods  above.  —  5.  Samuel  announces  a  general  assembly  at  Miz- 
pah ]  doubtless  the  same  place  afterwards  occupied  by  Gedaliah 
as  the  capital  of  the  country,  Jer.  40.  It  is  identified,  since  Rob¬ 
inson,  with  Neby  Samwil,  a  prominent  hill  five  miles  north  of  Jeru¬ 
salem.  The  place  is  a  sanctuary  (or  the  sanctuary)  also  in  Jd. 
201.  —  6.  The  assembly  engages  in  public  expression  of  sorrow 
for  sin  :  They  drew  water  and  poured  it  before  Yahweh ]  a  rite 
not  elsewhere  mentioned.  It  must  be  symbolical  of  contrition. 
Fasting,  which  is  the  second  observance  mentioned,  is  elsewhere 
expressive  of  sorrow.  We  have  sinned  in  relation  to  Yahweh ]  Dt. 
i41  Jd.  io10.  That  Samuel  judged  the  people  in  Mizpah  is  prob¬ 
ably  to  be  taken  in  the  sense  in  which  other  rulers  are  said  to 
judge.  He  heard  the  cause  of  the  oppressed  and  secured  their 
rights. 

2.  rw  onB'y  wi  D'D'n  ni'i]  the  only  way  we  can  fit  the  words  into 
the  present  text  is  by  making  them  a  parenthesis,  and  even  then  it  is  more 
natural  to  say  'Ul  121  D’D'm.  It  seems  that  the  whole  sentence  is  a  gloss, 
not  merely  rw  ontPp  vnu  (Bu.).  Possibly,  however,  it  is  a  corruption  of 
something  which  cannot  now  be  recovered.  (§L  tv  eiptjvpis  confirmed  by  I,  and 
may  point  to  some  statement  about  Shiloh.  —  irun]  gives  no  suitable  mean¬ 
ing.  The  verb  means  to  lament  for  the  dead,  Mic.  24  Ez.  3218.  But  the  return 
of  Yahweh  could  not  be  an  occasion  for  such  mourning.  <SAB  has  iirtfiXeipev, 
<3h  xai  tirtcrTpape,  both  which  point  to  ud".  K  conjectures  only,  as  is  shown 
by  Dr.,  and  SIL  seem  to  have  read  inn  (Cappel,  Critica  Sacra,  p.  364).  It 
seems  best,  with  Ew.,  Bu.,  to  adopt  the  reading  of  @.  —  3.  □222I7“I722_DN] 
the  phrase  occurs  in  D  frequently,  usually  with  the  addition  of  C’dj  S221.  On 
the  literary  usage  which  shows  22S  (not  2^)  to  be  the  form  characteristic  of 
E,  D,  and  Deuteronomistic  editors,  cf.  BDB.,  s.  v.  —  i2jn  viSntix  n'Dn]  the 
phrase  occurs  Gen.  35-  Jos.  2423  Jd.  io16,  all  which  are  assigned  to  E2  by 
recent  editors,  cf.  also  2  Chr.  3315.  —  I2jn  wx  are  gods  of  foreign  countries, 
like  idjh  ^2  men  of  foreign  countries.  —  4.  owjnn]  cf.  Jd.  211- 13,  where 
also  the  Baals  and  Astartes  are  the  gods  and  goddesses  of  the  heathen,  see 
Moore’s  note.  On  Baal,  Baudissin  in  PRE3.  II.  p.  323  ff.,  WRS.,  Rel.  Sent. 
p.  92  ff.  The  god  and  goddess  are  mentioned  together  by  Eshmunazar  in  his 
inscription,  1.  18.  On  Astarte,  Baudissin,  PRE3.  II.  p.  147  ff.,  and  of  the 
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older  literature,  Selden,  De  Diis  Syris,  II.  2.-5.  nnsm-i]  the  name,  which 
means  the  watchtower ,  generally  has  the  article.  On  the  identification,  cf. 
Robinson,  BR1.  I.  p.  460,  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  168. —6.  lzaau]  @  adds  on  the 
ground.  Such  phrases  are  easily  inserted,  and  therefore  suspicious. —n^] 
lacking  in  <§£>  must  be  exscinded  for  the  same  reason. 

7.  The  Philistines  heard  that  Israel  had  assembled']  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  plundering  an  unwarlike  company  was  not  to  be  lost. 
Josephus  correctly  understands  that  the  people  had  come  without 
arms.  —  8.  Israel  has  recourse  to  spiritual  weapons  :  Do  not  be 
silent,  so  as  not  to  cry  to  Yahweh  thy  God ]  cf.  Ps.  281  Job  1313; 
thy  God  &  seems  more  appropriate  than  our  God  pf.  Several 
MSS.  of  add  at  the  end  of  the  verse :  A?id  Satnuel  said:  Far 
be  it  from  me  to  refrain  from  crying  to  Yahweh  my  God  for  you. 
—  9.  In  his  worship  Samuel  took  a  sucking  lamb J  no  emphasis 
is  to  be  laid  (as  some  have  supposed)  on  the  comparative  insig¬ 
nificance  of  the  offering.  A  lamb  of  the  first  year  is  enjoined  as 
the  regular  burnt  offering  in  Ex.  zp38*-  Lev.  2312  Num.  614.  And 
offered  it  as  a  whole  burnt  offering  to  Yahweh ]  the  burnt  offering 
is  the  present  with  which  one  approaches  the  divine  king.  To 
Samuel’s  prayer,  Yahweh  answers  by  audible  voice,  as  is  more 
fully  set  forth  in  the  next  verse,  cf.  Ex.  1919.  — 10.  While  Samuel 
was  engaged  in  offering  the  burnt  offering,  the  Philistines  advanced 
to  the  attack.  But  Yahweh  thundered  with  a  great  voice  that  day 
against  the  Philistines  and  routed  them]  cf.  Jd.  4 15  and  its  poetical 
parallel,  520- 21.  In  the  present  passage  the  interference  of  Yahweh 
is  so  pronounced  that  the  rout  begins  before  any  active  effort  is 
made  by  Israel.  At  the  battle  of  Bethhoron,  where  Yahweh  routed 
the  Canaanites  by  casting  great  stones  from  heaven  upon  them 
(Jos.  io11),  the  Israelites  were  an  armed  force,  as  they  were  at 
the  Kishon.  The  interference  of  Yahweh  for  his  people  by 
thunder  and  lightning  is  a  not  uncommon  feature  of  poetic  the- 
ophanies,  2  S.  2214  1  S.  210  Is.  66s.  Cf.  also  Ps.  6834  7719.  — 11.  The 
people  had  only  to  pursue  the  flying  foe,  which  they  did  till  below 
Beth  Car ]  the  place  is  nowhere  else  mentioned,  and  the  text 
has  possibly  suffered. — 12.  A  memorial  stone  is  set  up  behveen 
Mizpah  and  Yeshana ]  see  the  note  on  613.  The  name  Yeshana 
here  is  restored  from  and  <£.  The  name  in  is  probably  cor¬ 
rupt.  What  follows  in  makes,  further,  a  double  difficulty,  for 
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it  says  simply :  Hitherto  has  Yahweh  helped  us,  whereas  it  was 
not  only  to  this  point  that  Yahweh  had  helped  them,  but  beyond 
it;  and,  moreover,  there  is  no  declaration  concerning  the  object 
of  setting  up  the  stone.  Conjectural  emendation  gives  us  :  This 
is  a  witness  that  Yahweh  has  helped  us,  which  alone  is  appropriate 
in  the  context.  —  13.  The  Philistines  were  subdued  and  came  no 
more  into  the  border  of  Israel^  the  extravagance  of  the  statement 
is  evident.  — 14.  The  cities  which  the  Philistines  had  taken  from 
Israel  were  restored,  from  Ekron  to  Gath ]  these  two  were  nearest 
the  territory  of  Israel.  The  author  evidently  means  to  include 
Ekron  and  Gath  in  the  list  of  those  restored.  The  territory  of 
these  was  also  recovered,  and  there  was  peace  between  Israel  and 
the  Amorite ]  that  is,  the  Canaanitish  peoples.  —  Samuel’s  reign 
(as  we  may  call  it)  lasted  as  long  as  he  lived.  — 16.  His  custom 
was  to  go  about  to  the  principal  places,  —  Bethel,  Gilgal,  and 
Mizpah,  all  known  as  sanctuaries,  —  and  administer  justice.  — 
17.  He  officiated  also  at  Ramah,  his  home,  and  there  he  built  an 
altar  to  Yahweh ]  the  author  does  not  take  the  view  of  the  Priest- 
code  as  to  the  legitimacy  of  one  sole  altar.  To  the  Deuteronomic 
view  the  one  legitimate  sanctuary  was  not  chosen  until  the  time 
of  Solomon. 

7.  n>2pnn]  with  pluperfect  force.  —  5n]  is  doubtless  to  be  read  or  under¬ 
stood  as  ?p,  which  is  the  proper  word  when  a  hostile  attack  is  described.  — 

8.  pjao]  for  the  force  of  the  preposition  cf.  his  eyes  were  dim  from  seeing,  i.e., 

so  as  not  to  see,  Gen.  271.  —  9.  nha]  a  rare  and  apparently  late  word,  Is.  407 8 * * 11 * * * * 
—  inSpn  is  doubtless  to  be  read,  with  the  Qre.  —  S’Si]  describes  the  burnt 

offering  as  wholly  consumed  upon  the  altar,  Dt.  3310  Lev.  615f.  —  10.  5niD2>  wo 

nSya]  cf.  the  similar  construction  2  K.  13'21  1987.  —  Dann]  the  verb  is  used  of 

‘striking  with  panic  terror’  (Moore  on  Jd.  416).  — 11.  no  rro;  K  reads  Beth 

Sharon-,  3>  has  Beth  Yeshan  as  in  v.12 *;  Kl.  suggests  Beth  Horon.  —  12.  jtt’n] 

the  word  is  appropriate  for  a  sharp  rock  or  peak.  In  connection  with  Mizpah 

we  rather  expect  the  name  of  a  town,  and  this  is  given  by  <3S>  who  read  rwn, 

evidently  the  Benjamite  town  mentioned  2  Chr.  1319 *.  This  reading  is  adopted 

by  Graetz  ( Gesch .  der  Juden,  I.  p.  157)  followed  by  most  recent  expositors. — 

rump]  is  not  explicit  enough,  whether  the  run  be  taken  of  space  or  time. 

Wellhausen  seems  first  to  have  discovered  that  the  first  word  must  be  iy.  He 

therefore  restores  '0  ion  ~y,  for  which  Bu.  substitutes  >2  'nn  my,  which  seems  no 
improvement.  —  13.  lyjrm]  cf.  Jd.  330  n33.  —  it y  icd'-n^i]  1535  Jd.  1321. 
—  14.  nj22’m]  there  is  no  other  instance  of  the  active  voice  with  cities  as 

the  subject;  perhaps  we  should  read  noutfim  which  is  favoured  by  (3,  cf. 
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Jer.  2, f*.  — From  Ekro.n  to  Gath\  @B  has  from  Ashkelon  to  Azob.  In  Azob 
We.  sees  an  allusion  to  Zeph.  24.  — 15.  tostsm]  the  allusion  to  the  function  of 
the  judge  as  described  in  the  Book  of  Judges  is  palpable.  This  author  de¬ 
scribes  the  activity  in  detail  in  what  follows.  — 16.  -|7m]  of  customary  action, 
Dav.,  Syntax,  §  54  R,  1 .  — rum  ms-  no]  is  heavy,  but  is  supported  by  Zech. 
1416.  33D  is  used  of  going  about  to  various  places  in  order,  2  Chr.  179. — 

-Ui  nx  5xT2>'-nx]  is  tautological.  It  is  probable  that  the  scribe  had  in  mind 
the  hx-vr'-nx  of  the  verse  below  and  inserted  it  here.  —  moipnn]  @  had 
a'mpon,  which  may  possibly  be  original  (Cappel,  Notae  Criticae,  p.  434). — 
17.  t3B!P  J  the  pausal  form  seems  unexplained,  Ges26.  §  29  i,  note. 

VIII.  The  demand  for  a  king.  —  In  Samuel’s  old  age  he 
makes  his  sons  judges,  but  they  do  not  follow  his  example  in 
their  administration  of  the  office.  The  people  thereupon  demand 
a  king.  The  demand  is  offensive  to  Samuel  and  also  to  Yahweh, 
who  describes  it  as  rebellion  against  him  and  as  in  line  with  the 
people’s  customary  depravity.  Without  hope  of  converting  them, 
but  as  a  testimony  against  their  folly,  Samuel  describes  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  the  king  is  likely  to  carry  on  his  office.  As  was 
expected,  the  people  persist  in  their  demand,  and  Samuel  is  com¬ 
manded  to  accede  to  it.  The  account  as  it  now  stands  concludes 
with  the  dismission  of  the  people,  but  was  originally  continued  by 
the  choice  of  a  king  by  lot  as  now  read  in  io17-27. 

The  section  is  homogeneous  down  to  22b  and  directly  continues 
the  preceding  account.  It  is  also  of  late  date.  In  fact,  it  is 
hardly  conceivable  that  the  conception  of  the  monarchy  as  essen¬ 
tially  evil  and  in  itself  a  revolt  from  the  theocracy  could  have 
arisen  before  the  fall  of  Jerusalem.  For,  however  bad  the  indi¬ 
vidual  kings  of  the  house  of  David  might  be,  there  was  always  a 
hope  (well  illustrated  by  Isaiah)  that  the  ideal  government  would 
come  to  view  in  the  reign  of  a  righteous  king.  The  phrase 
manner  of  the  kingdom  used  in  this  passage  has  reminded  most 
critics  of  the  similar  phrase  in  Deuteronomy  (1714'20),  and  some 
have  argued  that  this  passage  was  anterior  to  that.  But  on  com¬ 
parison  it  is  seen  that  the  abuses  held  up  by  Samuel  here  are  not 
touched  upon  in  Deuteronomy.  Nothing  is  there  said  about 
impressing  the  people  for  forced  labour  and  taking  their  property 
without  compensation,  which  are  the  evils  here  made  prominent. 
Had  the  author  of  Deuteronomy  known  our  passage,  he  could 
hardly  have  refrained  from  legislating  against  these  abuses.  And 
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it  cannot  be  argued,  on  the  other  hand,  that  our  author,  if  later, 
would  have  shown  his  dependence  on  Deuteronomy,  for  the 
abuses  there  forbidden  —  multiplying  horses,  taking  many  wives, 
and  accumulating  treasure  —  could  not  be  effective  as  an  argu¬ 
ment  with  the  people. 

Stacie  places  the  section  later  than  Jeremiah  and  Ezekiel.  Wellhausen 
gives  the  argument  summarized  above  in  favour  of  a  date  posterior  to  the 
Judaic  monarchy  ( Comp .  p.  246).  Bu.  argues  for  priority  of  this  as  compared 
with  Deut.  ( RS .  p.  184),  and  is  followed  by  Co.  at  least  in  the  earlier  editions 
of  his  Einleitung. 

1-5.  The  occasion  of  the  demand. — When  Samuel  became 

old,  he  appointed  his  sons  judges  for  Israel.  —  2.  That  both  should 
be  settled  at  Beersheba  is  surprising,  and  two  places  were  proba¬ 
bly  named  originally.  Josephus  gives  one  in  Bethel  and  one  in 
Beersheba.  —  3.  The  common  experience  of  Orientals  was  illus¬ 
trated  :  they  turned  aside  after  gam  and  took  bribes  and  wrested 
justice ]  so  far  there  seems  ground  for  the  complaint  of  the  peo¬ 
ple. —  4.  The  Sheikhs  act  for  the  people,  as  in  4s  Num.  1625. — 
5.  The  desire  for  a  king  is  here  motived  by  the  maladministration 
of  justice.  In  v.20  it  is  due  to  a  desire  for  a  leader  in  war. 

6-9.  The  demand  is  sinful. — The  view  of  the  author  is  evi¬ 
dently  that  the  theocracy  is  the  divinely  appointed  constitution 
for  Israel,  and  that  the  substitution  of  another  form  is  treason  to 
God.  He  does  not  seem  to  recognize  that  Samuel  was  chargeable 
with  fault  in  not  correcting  the  abuses  of  his  sons’  government, 
nor  does  he  tell  us  how  Yahweh  would  give  them  relief.  Yahweh’s 
prejudgment  is  on  the  side  of  Samuel,  whose  anger  he  shares.  — 
7.  The  grievance  of  Samuel  is  adopted  by  Yahweh :  Hearken  to 
the  voice  of  the  people  according  to  what  they  keep  saying]  the  tense 
implies  importunity.  For  it  is  not  thou  whom  they  have  rejected , 
but  it  is  I  whom  they  have  rejected  from  being  king  over  them]  the 
pronouns  are  made  emphatic  by  their  position.  —  8.  The  main 
sentence  says  :  Like  all  the  deeds  they  have  done  to  me  .  .  .  have 
they  done  to  thee.  Parenthetically  the  deeds  are  described  :  they 
have  forsaken  me  and  served  other  gods']  Jd.  213  io13  1  K.  f 
(apparently  Deuteronomistic) .  —  9.  The  people  are,  however,  to 
be  left  without  excuse  :  Thou  shalt  solemnly  testify ]  Gen.  43s 
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Ter.  ii'  —  the  method  of  the  king  who  shall  rule  over  thein\  that 
is,  his  customary  behaviour.  Yahweh  will  allow  him,  perhaps 
authorize  him,  so  to  act. 

1.  D'it>  is  used  of  appointing  officers,  Dt.  1715  2  S.  8U. —  2.  The  statement 
of  Josephus  cited  above  (Ant.  VI.  32)  is  adopted  by  Graetz  and  Ewald.— 
3.  UTta  Kt,  vovn  Qre.  There  seems  no  reason  for  preferring  the  latter  ex¬ 
cept  that  usage  is  on  the  side  of  the  plural.  —  lan]  turned  aside  from  its 
proper  course,  Dt.  1619.  is  generally  used  of  unrighteous  gain,  Ex.  1821 
Jer.  618.  —  4.  5a]  is  lacking  in  <gB,  which  reads  Hvdpes  for  upr.  —  6.  lain  jnn] 
Gen.  2I11-12  (E)  1  S.  188  2  S.  II25-27.  —  SSenn]  cf.  Jer.  3216  42k — 7.  For 
12’N  5a5  we  should  perhaps  read  ns>t»a  with  (g. —  ’a]  assigns  a  reason  why 
Samuel  should  not  hesitate  —  it  was  not  a  personal  concern.  —  8.  <g 

adds  '5,  which  is  adopted  by  most  recent  commentators.  —  uatjj'i]  specifies  the 
acts  intended  by  wy. 

10-18.  The  king’s  method.  —  Samuel  repeated  all  the  words 
of  Yahweh  to  the  people  who  were  asking  of  him  a  king ]  as  though 
he  had  one  in  his  possession.  — 11.  This  is  the  way  of  the  king 
who  shall  rule  over  you  :  Your  sons  he  will  take  and  place  in  his 
chariots  and  among  his  horsemen,  and  they  shall  run  before  his 
cha?'iots~\  the  runners  before  the  chariot  continue  in  the  East 
down  to  the  present  day,  and  their  office  is  an  honourable  one. 
— 12.  And  he  shall  make  them  captains  of  thousands  and  captains 
of  hundreds ]  reading  with  (@.  The  author  counts  on  very  small 
military  ambition  in  Israel,  a  view  which  would  argue  for  a  late 
date.  The  people  would  also  be  forced  to  plough  and  reap  for  the 
king,  and  to  make  his  arms  and  his  chariot  furniture.  — 13.  The 
women  would  not  be  exempt  from  conscription,  but  would  be 
compelled  to  serve  as  perfumers ]  perhaps  we  should  read  as 
embroiderers  with  S ;  and  as  cooks  and  as  bakers ]  of  which  the 
king’s  kitchen  would  need  many.  — 14.  Oppression  will  affect 
not  only  persons  but  also  property ;  fields  and  vineyards  will  be 
seized  and  given  to  the  king’s  servants.  — 15.  Heavy  taxes  will  be 
laid  :  Your  grain  fields  and  your  vineyards  he  will  tithe  and  give 
the  proceeds  to  his  eunuchs  and  to  his  servants^  the  Oriental  thinks 
of  the  king  as  wealthy  enough  to  dispense  with  such  methods  of 
raising  money,  which  are  therefore  hated  and  resented.  —  16.  He 
would  exact  the  service  of  their  slaves  and  their  best  cattle~\  so 
is  to  be  read.  — 17.  The  tithing  will  be  extended  to  sheep  and 
goats ;  and  the  Israelites  will  be  slaves  instead  of  freemen.  — 
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18.  The  result :  You  shall  cry  out  in  that  day  on  account  of  the 
king  which  you  shall  have  chosen  for  yourselves ]  the  sting  is  in 
the  fact  that  their  misery  will  be  self-inflicted.  For  this  reason 
also,  Yah weh  will  not  answer. 

10.  nntoi]  is  not  frequent  with  the  accusative,  as  here.  — 11.  mi]  for 
which  3  seems  to  have  read  O'xm,  is  doubtless  original.  — 12.  arFn]  the  peri¬ 
phrastic  infinitive  is  illustrated  by  Dr.,  Tenses 8,  §  206  and  and  Dav.,  Syntax, 
§  94,  R.  4.  It  should  be  noted  that  several  of  the  examples  cited  are  of  suspicious 
integrity,  the  1  having  arisen  by  duplication  of  a  preceding  1.  In  the  present 
case,  however,  the  reading  seems  to  be  confirmed  by  3.  We  assume  an  ellipsis 
of  vn,the  full  form  being  D12’1?  I'm.  Captains  of  fifties  in  is  replaced  by  cap¬ 
tains  of  hundreds  in  ©,  while  S  has  both,  and  adds  and  captains  of  tens.  (§ 
seems  original. — 13.  mnpT?]  preparers  of  unguents,  of  which  the  Orientals 
are  notoriously  fond.  S  seems  to  translate  niDpiS,  which  would  be  equally  ap¬ 
propriate.  —  mmaS]  the  cook  is  also  the  butcher.  — 14.  may1?]  Graetz  con¬ 
jectures  ( Gesch .  der  Juden,  I.  p.  164)  that  we  should  read  VJ2S,  as  the  servants 
are  spoken  of  in  the  next  verse.  There  is,  however,  no  external  evidence  for  the 
reading. — 16.  DD'mnm]  koX  to.  /3oi>/c6Aia  bfj.uii’  3,  pointing  to  Danpm,  which 
is  undoubtedly  original.  The  correction  was  made  by  Cappellus  ( Critica 
Sacra ,  p.  247). —  lroN^aS  ncjn]  the  only  parallels  are  Lev.  724  Ez.  155.  We 
should  expect  idonSds  nwy*?,  cf.  1  K.  580  923.  The  unusual  construction  led  a 
scribe  to  substitute  liPjn,  which  was  read  by  C5. —  17.  jns  is  small  cattle  in  dis¬ 
tinction  from  neat  cattle  (ipa).  —  18.  3  adds  at  the  end  of  the  verse  :  Because 
you  chose  a  king  for  yourselves.  This  is  at  least  correct  interpretation. 

19-22.  The  expostulation  was  fruitless  :  The  people  refused  to 
listen  to  the  voice  of  Samuel  and  said :  No  !  But  a  king  shall  be 
over  us ]  this  obstinacy  is  parallel  to  their  treatment  of  Moses.  — 
20.  The  reason  here  assigned  for  their  desire  is  the  example  of 
foreign  nations.  Our  king  shall  fudge  us~\  possibly  in  the  sense 
of  vindicating  them,  or  of  delivering  them  from  their  enemies. 
But  as  the  account  begins  with  the  miscarriage  of  civil  justice,  the 
author  may  have  this  still  in  mind.  The  administration  of  justice 
was  always  a  prominent  function  of  the  king.  Fighting  his  peo¬ 
ple’s  battles  was  also  his  work.  This  author  seems  to  forget  that 
Samuel  had  secured  them  peace.  —  21,  22a.  When  the  report  of 
the  people’s  continued  demand  is  brought  to  Yahweh,  he  con¬ 
sents  to  gratify  them  :  Hearken  to  their  voice  and  make  a  king 
rule  over  them.  —  22b.  The  half  verse  is  a  later  insertion.  The 
original  account  joined  io17  directly  to  822\  The  compiler  was 
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obliged  to  dismiss  the  people  to  their  homes,  in  order  to  insert 
the  following  incident  taken  from  another  source. 

19.  On  the  Dagesh  in  sA  cf.  Ges.26,  §  20 g,  and  Baer’s  dissertation  Be  pri- 
marum  vocubulorwn  literurum  eidgesseitioue  prefixed  to  Liber  L r  over  biortivi , 
ed.  Baer  et  Delitzsch  (1880).  Some  MSS.  have  11?  in  the  text,  while  @  seems 
to  have  read  A.  — 20.  UBflsn]  on  the  force  of  the  verb  cf.  Moore’s  note  on 
Jd.  310.  —  U’nnnVn]  is  given  by  Ginsburg.  Many  editions  and  MSS.  have 
nnnnSc.  For  the  phrase  go  out  before  us  cf.  Jd.  414.  —  22.  ro^Dm]  is  the 
perfect  with  waw  consecutive  continuing  the  imperative.  The  second  half 
of  this  verse,  in  which  Samuel  dismisses  the  people  to  their  homes,  is 
inserted  to  allow  the  inclusion  of  the  following  account  in  the  narrative.  The 
document  we  have  just  read  originally  made  Samuel  at  once  call  an  assembly 
at  Mizpah,  where  a  king  is  chosen  by  lot.  This  is  recognized  by  most  recent 
scholars. 

IX.  1-X.  16.  The  adventure  of  Saul.  —  Saul,  the  son  of  Kish, 
is  sent  by  his  father  to  seek  the  asses  which  have  strayed.  He 
does  not  find  them,  but  comes  into  contact  with  Samuel,  who 
anoints  him  (secretly)  as  king  over  Israel. 

After  what  has  been  said  in  the  Introduction,  it  is  needless  to 
point  out  that  we  have  here  the  beginning  of  a  separate  docu¬ 
ment,  —  a  life  of  Saul,  —  which  differs  in  all  respects  from  the 
one  we  have  just  been  considering.  It  is  the  earliest  and  most 
reliable  of  the  sources  which  relate  the  origin  of  the  monarchy 
in  Israel. 

1-4.  Introduction  of  Saul,  and  occasion  of  the  journey. — 

There  was  a  man  of  Gibeah  of  Benjamin\  so  we  should  probably 
read.  The  place  should  be  mentioned  at  the  outset.  Kish  is 
described  as  a  man  of  some  position  in  the  community  :  a  mighty 
man  of  valour  is  more  than  the  Hebrew  intends  to  say.  —  2.  He 
had  a  son  named  Saul  in  the  prime  of  life  and  goodly~\  the  words 
do  not  imply  that  he  was  in  his  adolescence ;  and  the  same  may 
be  said  of  his  position  in  the  household,  it  does  not  imply  im¬ 
maturity.  So  long  as  his  father  lived  he  would  be  under  his 
authority,  and  there  is  no  necessary  contradiction  between  the 
language  used  here  and  the  later  account,  according  to  which 
Saul  had  a  son  already  grown.  The  name  of  Saul  is  probably 
abbreviated  from  a  longer  form  meaning  Asked-of-  God.  The 
clause  at  the  end  of  this  verse  is  probably  a  late  insertion.  — 
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3.  The  asses  belonging  to  Kish  have  strayed,  and  Saul  is  sent 
with  one  of  the  servants  to  seek  them.  —  4.  Correcting  the  num¬ 
ber  of  the  verbs  by  the  versions,  we  get :  They  passed  through  Mt. 
Ephraim  and  crossed  into  the  land  of  Shalisha  and  did  not  find 
them,  and  they  crossed  into  the  land  of  Shaalim  and  they  were  not 
there,  and  they  crossed  into  the  land  of  Benjamin  and  did  7iot 
find  them\  the  districts  of  Shalisha  and  Shaalim  are  not  identified. 

1.  pc'po]  the  fact  that  he  was  a  Benjamite  is  related  again  at  the  end 
of  the  verse,  and  We.’s  conjecture  that  we  should  read  poua  njnJD  is  plau¬ 
sible. —  U'D’  is  not  without  analogy,  at  least  'j’D'  is  found  2  S. 

201  Est.  25.  But  it  is  unusual  to  terminate  a  genealogy  by  saying  son  of  a 
Benjamite.  It  is  probable  that  p  is  the  error  of  a  scribe  who  expected  to 
continue  the  genealogy.  —  ?'n  the  phrase  seems  to  mean  no  more  than 

a  man  well  to  do;  cf.  BDB.,  s.v.  S'n. —  2.  '1J1  1D32»D]  the  clause  recurs  in 
io23,  where  it  is  entirely  appropriate  (at  Saul’s  first  appearance  in  public). 
Here  it  seems  to  have  come  in  from  there  by  a  late  hand  (Bu.).  —  3.  nunxn] 
the  she-asses  seem  to  have  been  especially  prized,  Job  I3.  —  cf.  Dav., 

Syntax,  §  28,  R.  5. —  xj]  after  the  imperative  softens  the  command. — 
nnx'nx]  is  unusual,  perhaps  a  scribal  error;  but  a  precisely  similar  instance  is 
found  Num.  1615.  "tnx  is  pointed  in  both  cases  as  a  construct  and  might  be 
regarded  as  made  definite  by  this  relation,  Konig,  Syntax,  §  288  f.;  cf.  also 
Dav.,  Syntax,  72,  R.  4.  —  anj>;  is  used  of  servants  not  infrequently.  At  the 
end  of  this  verse  (SLj5  add :  and  Saul  arose  and  took  one  of  the  servants  of  his 
father  and  went  to  seek  the  asses  of  Kish  his  father  —  one  of  the  rather  numer¬ 
ous  instances  of  agreement  of  (§L  with  &. —  4.  The  verbs  which  are  partly 
singular  and  partly  plural  in  JfJ  should  be  all  plural  as  in  (§.  For  Shalisha  and 
Shaalim  the  versions  give  a  confusing  variety  of  equivalents,  but  none  which 
help  us  to  a  better  text.  A  Baal  Shalisha  is  mentioned  in  the  region  of  Sama¬ 
ria  2  K.  442.  Shaalim  has  been  conjectured  to  be  an  error  for  Shaalabim 
mentioned  in  connection  with  Beth  Shemesh,  Jd.  I85  I  K.  4®.  It  seems  easier 
to  combine  with  the  Vjw  px  of  1317. 

5.  The  verse  indicates  that  they  had  planned  further  search 
when  Saul  suddenly  proposes  to  abandon  the  effort :  They  had 
come  into  the  land  of  Zuph~\  a  part  of  Benjamin  —  when  Saul  said 
.  .  .  :  Let  us  return,  lest  my  father  cease  thinking  of  the  asses  and 
be  anxious  about  us~\  the  verb  means  to  have  fears,  Jer.  178  3819 
4211'  Is.  5711.  —  6.  The  servant  has  a  different  idea;  There  is  a 
man  of  God  in  this  city  ;  and  the  man  is  honoured,  all  that  he 
says  surely  comes  true~\  the  title  man  of  God  is  frequent  in  the 
account  of  Elijah  and  Elisha.  The  commendation  of  the  seer  is 
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to  induce  Saul  to  apply  to  him  for  an  indication  :  Perchance  he 
may  tell  us  the  way  on  which  we  came  out]  the  journey  is  not  yet 
complete,  and  we  may  yet  be  rightly  directed.  What  they  want 
is  guidance  in  order  to  complete  the  mission  on  which  they  have 
started.  —  7.  Saul  objects  that  to  approach  a  great  man  a  present 
is  necessary,  and  this  is  not  at  hand  :  And  suppose  we  go,  what 
shall  we  bring  the  man  ?  The  question  is  raised  which  confronts 
them  if  they  agree  to  carry  out  the  plan  of  the  servant.  The 
bread  is  gone  from  our  sacks]  this  would  suffice  if  there  were  any, 
cf.  io4.  The  rest  of  the  verse  is  obscure.  —  8.  The  servant 
relieves  the  difficulty.  He  has  a  quarter  of  a  shekel  of  money']  a 
small  coin  containing  about  sixty  grains  of  silver,  but  proportion¬ 
ately  much  more  valuable  then  than  now.  And  thou  shalt  give  it 
to  the  man  of  God]  a  slight  change  of  the  text  is  necessary,  as 
Saul  must  be  the  giver.  —  9.  The  verse  tells  us  that  the  prophet 
of  to-day  was  formerly  called  a  seer.  It  interrupts  the  connexion 
here,  however,  and  seems  to  be  a  marginal  note  which  has  crept 
into  the  text.  — 10.  The  objection  being  met,  Saul  consents: 
And  they  went  to  city  where  the  man  of  God  was]  the  city  is 
intended  by  the  editor  to  be  Ramah.  The  original  account,  how¬ 
ever,  may  have  named  another  place. 

5.  rpx]  cf.  I1.  2C  connects  it  fancifully  with  nos  and  translates :  the  land 
in  which  was  the  prophet.  —  6.  Nrmn]  cf.  Gen.  I211  i  K.  2213;  the  phrase 
invites  favourable  consideration  of  the  proposition  which  follows.  —  For  the 
imperfects  of  repeated  experience  cf.  Dav.,  Syntax ,  §  44  a,  Dr.,  Tenses  3,  §  33  a. 
—  7.  rum]  the  case  at  first  sight  seems  to  be  one  where  we  should  expect, 
p  if.  But  cf.  BDB.  sub  voce.  —  rrwn]  occurs  only  here;  the  versions  are 
at  a  loss,  and  the  word  is  possibly  corrupt.  Cappellus  ( Notae  Cmticae, 
p.  435)  supposes  ©  to  have  read  mtwn.  We  expect  and  we  have  nothing  else 
to  bring.  But  this  cannot  be  got  out  of  the  text.  —  unx  nn]  also  is  abrupt 
and  awkward  (some  Hebrew  editions  have  nni).  I  therefore  suspect  corrup¬ 
tion  too  deep-seated  to  be  healed. —  8.  mrui]  ©  seems  to  have  read  nnn, 
but  it  is  better  to  correct  to  inn.li  (Kl.),  which  will  more  readily  account  for 
the  corruption.  —  9.  In  v.6  Samuel  has  been  called  D'hSn  on  which  see 
the  note  to  227.  The  verse  now  before  us  calls  him  a  Seer  (nto),  a  word  used 
twice  by  Isaiah  (28’  3010),  elsewhere  only  in  this  passage  and  in  Chronicles 
(1  Chr.  922  2  628  2  929,  dependent  on  the  account  before  us,  and  2  Chr.  i671u 
where  it  is  applied  to  Hanani).  The  rarity  of  the  word  led  a  scribe  to  insert 
this  verse  as  an  explanation,  which,  however,  has  fallen  into  the  wrong  place; 
it  belongs  after  v.11.  The  conception  of  the  prophet  (N'3J)  which  it  betrays 
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is  that  of  a  clairvoyant  to  whom  one  may  come  for  the  discovery  of  lost  arti¬ 
cles.  On  the  bearing  of  the  gloss  on  questions  of  criticism  cf.  Briggs,  Higher 
Criticism  of  the  Hexateuch 2,  p.  150.  — O'JsS]  occurs  Dt.  210. —  t-npi]  the 
tense  indicates  what  was  customary  in  the  past. 

11.  As  they  were  going  up  the  ascent  of  the  city ]  cf.  2  S.  1530, 
they  met  maidens  coming  out  to  draw  water ]  the  usual  duty  of  the 
young  women  of  the  village,  as  we  see  from  the  case  of  Rebecca 
Gen.  2415f-  One  well  or  spring  supplied  the  whole  village.  — 
12.  To  the  inquiry  of  Saul  whether  the  Seer  is  here,  they  answer  : 
He  is  /  Behold  he  is  before  you.  fust  now  he  came  to  the  city. 
The  rest  of  the  verse  explains  the  situation  more  distinctly :  For 
the  people  have  a  sacrifice  today  on  the  Bamah~\  at  this  period  of 
Israel’s  history  each  town  had  its  sanctuary  on  a  hill  in  the  vicin¬ 
ity.  Hence  the  name  high-place.  This  one  had  a  building  for 
the  accommodation  of  the  worshippers.  — 13.  As  soon  as  you 
come  to  the  city  you  shall  find  him ,  before  he  goes  up  to  the  Bamah 
to  eat ]  the  sacrifice  is  a  feast — •“  the  essential  rite  was  eating  the 
flesh  of  the  victim  at  a  feast  in  which  the  god  of  the  clan  shared 
by  receiving  the  blood  and  fat  pieces  ”  (BDB).  The  importance 
of  Samuel  is  such  that  the  people  will  7iot  eat  until  he  comes,  for  he 
is  to  bless  the  sacrifice ]  it  should  be  noted,  however,  that  blessing 
the  sacrifice  is  not  a  priestly  function,  and  there  is  no  ritual  neces¬ 
sity  for  Samuel’s  presence.  — 14.  The  two  strangers  follow  the 
advice ;  but  as  they  come  into  the  city  gate  Samuel  comes  out 
towards  them  on  his  way  to  the  Bamah.  — 15.  The  verse  is  a 
digression,  showing  how  Samuel  had  been  prepared  for  the  inter¬ 
view  :  Yahweh  had  told  Samuel]  lit.,  had  uncovered  his  ear,  cf. 
2o12f'  228'17  2  S.  727.  — 16.  About  this  time  to-morrow ]  Ex.  918  (J) 
1  K.  192  206.  Thou  shalt  anoint  him  pi'ince  over  my  people  Israel ] 
the  word  translated  prince  (T23)  is  not  used  in  Hexateuch  or 
Judges,  but  is  found  several  times  in  Samuel  and  Kings,  1  S.  io1 
1314  2530  2  S.  5 2  621  78  1  K.  i35,  etc.  It  is  also  found  in  Chronicles, 
which  is  probably  influenced  by  the  earlier  books,  and  in  some 
other  late  passages.  The  passages  in  Samuel  seem  to  belong  to 
the  same  stream  of  narrative,  except  2  S.  7s.  And  he  shall  save 
my  people  from  the  hand  of  the  Philistines ]  the  sentence  is  a 
direct  contradiction  of  7llff-.  For  I  have  seen  the  affliction  of  my 
pcople~\  the  text  of  The  evident  view  of  the  author  is  that 
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the  king  is  a  gift  of  God,  and  not  that  there  is  sin  in  asking 
such  a  gift :  For  their  cry  is  come  to  me]  Ex.  30.  We  may  note 
that  anointing  is  a  rite  of  consecration  for  things,  as  Jacob’s  mag- 
gebah,  Gen.  3113  (E),  the  Tabernacle,  Ex.  40°  (P),  as  well  as  per¬ 
sons,  1  Iv.  1916  (prophets).  There  is  no  reason  to  suppose  the 
significance  any  different  in  the  case  of  kings. —  17.  When  Sam¬ 
uel  saw  Saul  Yahweh  answered  him]  that  is,  the  question  raised  in 
his  mind  :  Behold  the  man  of  whom  I  said  to  thee  :  He  shall  rule 
over  my  people.  — 18,  19.  Saul  questions  Samuel:  Where  is  the 
house  of  the  Seer  ?  Samuel  replies  to  the  intent  of  the  question 
rather  than  its  form  :  I  am  the  Seer :  go  before  me  to  the  Bamah] 
he  politely  gives  Saul  precedence,  hi  the  morning  I  will  dismiss 
thee']  the  guest  goes  away  with  the  permission  of  his  host.  All 
that  is  in  thine  heart]  implies  that  Saul  had  more  questions  to 
ask  than  those  about  the  asses ;  moreover,  this  one  is  answered  at 
once,  without  waiting  for  the  morrow.  —  20.  Saul’s  mind  is  set  at 
rest  concerning  the  asses  that  strayed  now  three  days  ago]  and 
more  important  matters  are  hinted  at :  To  whom  belo7ig  the  de¬ 
sirable  things  of  Israel?  Is  it  not  to  thee  and  to  thy  father's  house? 
The  meaning  cannot  be  called  certain.  But  it  does  not  seem  out 
of  place  that  Saul’s  ambition  should  be  raised  to  the  office  within 
his  reach. —  21.  Saul’s  answer  shows  becoming  modesty:  Ami 
not  a  Benjamite,  of  the  least  of  the  tribes  of  Israel,  and  is  not  my 
clan  the  least  of  all  the  clans  of  the  tribe  of  Benjamin  ?  The  asser¬ 
tion  (put  in  the  form  of  a  question)  must  not  be  taken  too  lite¬ 
rally.  Saul’s  father,  as  we  have  already  seen,  was  a  man  of  stand¬ 
ing  in  the  community. 

11.  E'Sj;  ncn]  the  circumstantial  clause,  Dav.,  Syntax  §141.  In  some 
cases  the  clause  is  followed  by  rum,  which  is  read  by  <SL  here.  —  nm]  in 
this  place  as  Ex.  24U(E).  — 12.  inn  -pjs1?]  why  they  should  hasten  is  not 
clear.  As  pointed  out  by  Lagarde  ( Anm .  zur  Griechischen  Uebersetz  d.  Pro- 
verbien,  p.  iii)  ©  read  anno1?,  which  he  supposed  to  imply  that  ms  was  made 
up  of  the  final  letter  of  oa’iflh  and  the  first  two  of  nson.  This  last  word,  how¬ 
ever,  is  not  represented  in  ©,  and  it  seems  better  to  read  Nm  ddudS  (Bu.). 
mm  n]  better  cvrc,  with  <3  (We.)  cf.  Gen.  2531  1  Sam.  210.  13.  p_nns] 

some  MSS.  and  edd.  prefix  1.  —  Dl'no]  the  form  we  have  restored  above.  On 
the  repetition  of  the  accusative  cf.  Dr.,  Tenses 3,  §  197-  6.  Of  the  examples 
cited,  2  K.  927  seems  the  only  exact  parallel.  —  14.  NS'  .  .  .  2'N2]  the  partici¬ 
ples  indicate  the  flow  of  events  —  they  were  just  coming  into  the  city  gate 
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when  Samuel  met  them.  T>yn  pm  was  conjecturally  emended  to  nytrn  -jina 
by  Th.,  and  the  emendation  is  adopted  by  most  moderns,  being  confirmed  by 
v.18.  The  received  text  makes  no  difficulty,  as  the  village  was  probably  small 
and  compact  and  the  two  men  would  soon  reach  the  centre  of  it.  But  as  it  is 
necessary  to  read  alike  in  the  two  verses  it  seems  better  to  restore  ijfiPn  here 
than  i'yn  in  v.18  (Kl.). — 15.  nVj]  with  pluperfect  force,  Dr.,  Tenses 3,  §  76, 
Obs.;  Dav.,  Syntax,  §  39  c.  — 16.  idjttin  vusn]  (Spread  1  vy  ujrnN  wn-i, 
which  is  evidently  original,  cf.  Ex.  37  (E)  2  K.  1426.  On  the  meaning  of  the 
verb  PCD  cf.  an  article  by  Meinel,  ZA  T  W.  XVIII.  p.  1  ff.  —  17.  vnDN  iu’n]  con¬ 
cerning  whom  I  said ;  a  similar  expression  in  v.28  Gen.  317  Jd.  f. — ■«>•']  the 
verb  nowhere  else  has  the  meaning  to  rule.  It  means  to  shut  up  (the  heav¬ 
ens)  Dt.  1117,  to  restrain  (an  animal)  2  K.  424,  to  check  (one’s  words)  Job  42. 
But  such  a  meaning  seems  inappropriate  here,  and  we  must  suspect  the  text. 
Kl.  proposes  lii”  on  the  ground  of  &p£e  1  (§AB  :  /carapfei  ©L,  cf.  Jd.  922  Is. 
321.  —  18.  Snidb'Tin]  the  verb  is  generally  found  with  Sn,  —  unless  Num.  419 
be  an  exception,  —  and  this  preposition  should  probably  be  restored  here. — 
nr\s’]  seems  to  imply  that  the  object  sought  is  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  cf. 
1  K.  1312.  —  19.  (S  has  I  am  he  instead  of  I  am  the  Seer.  —  onSaxi]  the  pre¬ 
ceding  verb  is  in  the  singular,  addressed  to  Saul  alone,  so  that  we  should 
restore  rta.xi  here.  —  20.  D'D'n]  We.  and  Bu.  omit  the  article.  But  as  the 
prophet  has  in  mind  the  particular  three  days  which  have  just  elapsed,  the 
article  seems  in  place.  Cf.  Lev.  2521 :  it  shall  produce  a  crop  sufficient  for  the 
three  years  —  own  ipWV  —  where  we  must  understand  the  three  years  you 
have  in  mind,  for  they  have  not  been  described.  —  20.  S3]  is  omitted  both 
times  by  ©.  — -  men]  the  two  possible  translations  are  represented  in  the  desire 
of  Israel  (AV.)  and  [all]  that  is  desirable  in  Israel  (RV.).  The  latter  is 
favoured  by  (3  and  adopted  by  Kl.,  Dr.,  Ki.,  and  by  the  analogy  of  Hag.  27, 
where,  however,  we  should  read  a  plural  (and  so  possibly  here).  —  21.  ’jrpe] 
occasional  instances  occur  of  an  ancient  construct  ending  in  1  (Jd.  2012  cited 
by  We.) ;  such  a  form  may  be  represented  in  the  second  (instead  of 

taste).  “The  construction  with  p  is  sometimes  virtually  a  superlative.” 
Dav.,  Syntax,  §  34,  R.  4. 

22-25.  Saul  is  Samuel’s  guest. — The  room  into  which  they 
are  brought  is  apparently  a  hall  built  for  the  express  use  of  wor¬ 
shippers  at  the  Bamah,  in  their  sacrificial  feasts.  Saul  and  his 
servant  are  given  the  place  of  honour  at  the  head  of  the  guests. 
The  simplicity  of  manners  is  indicated  by  the  equal  treatment 
of  Saul  and  his  servant.  There  were  present  about  thirty  men, 
probably  the  heads  of  families  or  the  freemen  of  the  village. — 
23.  Saul’s  coming  had  been  anticipated,  as  we  see  by  Samuel’s 
command  to  the  cook  :  Bring  the  portion  which  I  gave  to  thee, 
concerning  which  1  said  to  thee :  Set  it  by  thee]  in  Arabia  also  it 
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was  customary  to  set  aside  a  choice  portion  for  an  honoured 
guest.*  —  24.  In  obedience  to  the  command  the  cook  lifted  the 
leg  and  the  rump ]  the  choice  part  of  the  sacrifice,  and  the  one 
still  regarded  as  the  portion  of  honour  by  the  fellahin.  The  rest 
of  the  verse  is  obscure  and  apparently  corrupt.  It  says  :  Behold 
what  is  left ]  but  it  is  almost  certain  that  the  guests  had  not  begun 
the  meal  until  Samuel  appeared.  And  the  clause  :  For  it  was  kept 
for  thee  to  the  time  appointed,  saying,  the  people  I  have  called ] 
is  nonsense.  With  due  reserve  I  propose  below  an  emendation 
which  gives  the  sense  :  Behold,  the  meal  is  served!  Eat!  For  to 
the  appohited  time  we  have  waited  for  thee  to  eat  with  the  guests ] 
if  this,  or  something  like  it,  were  the  original  reading,  we  see  that 
Samuel  had  directed  the  villagers  to  wait  for  his  coming,  which 
was  of  course  politeness  to  his  guest.  —  25.  After  the  feast,  they 
came  from  the  Bamah  to  the  city,  and  they  spread  a  bed for  Saul 
on  the  roof,  and  he  lay  dowti\  the  text  of  the  last  clause  ^  is  here 
also  unintelligible  (in  this  context),  and  must  be  corrected  by 
For  sleeping  on  the  roof,  we  have  abundant  examples  in  modern 
Oriental  life,  though  no  other  Old  Testament  example  has  come 
under  my  observation.  The  verse-division  should  include  the  first 
word  of  the  following  verse  with  this. 

22.  nrutph]  the  nr®1?  is  a  chamber  in  a  palace,  Jer.  3612,  or  in  the  temple, 
Jer.  352'4;  one  was  also  in  use  at  Shiloh  according  to  1  Sam.  I18  — 

D’Nnpn]  those  invited,  the  guests. — iicrel  epdofiriKovTa  ©.  The  larger 
number  is  the  less  likely  to  be  original.  —  23.  rataS]  cf.  813. — men]  14. — 
thdn  nu’s]  as  in  v.17.  —  24.  m*?yn]  the  intention  is  to  read  the  preposition 
Sy  with  the  article  and  pronominal  suffix.  No  other  instance  of  such  a  con¬ 
struction  has  been  pointed  out  (Dr.,  Notes')  ;  and  if  the  construction  were  allow¬ 
able,  it  would  not  be  appropriate  here,  for  pllfn  is,  of  course,  the  leg  with 
the  flesh  upon  it.  The  slight  change  into  n'Sun  seems  first  to  have  been 
proposed  by  Geiger,  Urschrift,  p.  380,  and  has  everything  to  commend  it. 
The  reading  is  apparently  suspected  by  the  Talmud,  for  the  Gemara  asks 
(Aboda  Zara,  25“)  :  What  was  it  that  was  upon  the  leg?  to  which  Rabbi 
Johanan  answers,  it  was  the  leg  a7id  the  rump.  Other  passages  from  Talmud 
and  Midrash  are  cited  by  Dr.  The  parallel  in  the  custom  of  the  fellahin  ol 
to-day  is  noticed  by  Nestle,  Marginalien  tmd  Materalien,  p.  13.  If  mks'i 
was  the  original  reading,  as  accepted  by  We.,  Bu.,  Dr.,  Brown  (Lexicon),  we 
can  see  a  reason  for  the  mutilation  of  the  word,  for  the  was  to  be  burned 


*  Wellb.,  Skizzen ,  III.  p.  114. 
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upon  the  altar.  The  editors  supposed  it  impossible  for  Samuel  to  be  ignorant 
of  this  “Mosaic”  ordinance.  Kl.  proposes  mSrin,  which  seems  to  have  no 
superiority  to  the  reading  just  considered.  The  difficulty  of  the  rest  of  the 
verse  is  admitted.  The  people  do  not  ordinarily  eat  until  Samuel  comes,  much 
less  would  they  proceed  without  him  when  he  had  made  preparations  for  a 
guest;  iNiiun  therefore  cannot  be  right.  —  msnp  Djin  -icn1?]  seems  absolutely 
unintelligible  in  the  context.  For  ’ntnp  .  .  .  lyinh  "o  ©  gives  otl  els  papTbpiov 
TtdeiTal  uol  irapa  to  vs  AWovs  •  Airbiav^e  (©L  has  iraparedeLKa  aoi  xapA  rod 
XaoO).  This  is  better  than  pj,  but,  as  pointed  out  by  Dr.,  yip,  which  we 
should  assume  as  the  original  of  airoKvl^e  (so  Ew.  and  We.),  is  not  used  in 
biblical  Hebrew  in  the  sense  of  taking  food;  and  after  Saul  has  been  exhorted 
to  eat,  it  is  superfluous  to  add  fall  to.  The  conjectures  of  the  commentators 
scarcely  call  for  attention,  except  that  of  Bu.,  who  restores  at  the  end  pS 
D'tnpn  d y  More  radical  treatment  seems  to  be  necessary.  What  we 

expect  is  a  polite  invitation  to  Saul  as  the  guest  of  honour  to  begin  the  meal, 
because  the  guests  were  waiting  his  lead.  First,  then,  it  seems  necessary  to 
read  incm  for  itwjn,  ixr  being  flesh  prepared  for  the  table,  Ex.  2110  Ps.  7S'20. 
Samuel  says :  Behold  the  meat  is  set  before  thee,  as  we  should  say,  the  meal  is 
served.  For  p1? — iidsj'  I  would  substitute  pb  uintt,  we  have  waited  for  thee,  in 
which  case  i"io  would  be  the  time  to  which  Samuel  and  the  other  guests  had 
agreed  to  wait  for  the  expected  stranger.  —  'pn  oy  X  adopt  from  Bu.  in 
place  of  the  useless  vusip  Dj?n  idn\  —  25.  TODirn  Sifwoy  ism]  is 

evidently  out  of  joint,  for  they  certainly  did  not  rise  in  the  morning  until  after 
Samuel  called  Saul,  which  follows;  koX  Sdarpourav  t ip  SaoilX  erl  Tip  Sibp,aTi 
Kal  iKOLp.'r/drj  ©  evidently  represents  3X”1  jjn  Sy  buoS  n3in.  The  text  is 
corrected  accordingly  by  recent  expositors  from  Schleusner  down.  Keil  alone 
hardens  his  heart. 

IX.  26-X.  8.  Saul  is  anointed  by  Samuel.  —  He  also  receives 
signs  confirmatory  of  the  prophetic  commission,  and  is  encour¬ 
aged,  after  the  signs  shall  have  been  fulfilled,  to  act  according  to 
his  own  judgment.  At  the  rising  of  the  dawn  Samuel  called  to 
Saul  on  the  roof  ]  for  the  time  of  day  cf.  Gen.  1915  32“  27  Jos.  615. 
The  original  text  seems  to  have  added  only :  and  they  went  out 
into  the  street ]  all  three  together,  as  is  evident  from  the  next 
verse.  —  27.  They  were  going  down  in  the  edge  of  the  city  when 
Samuel  said~\  the  construction  is  similar  to  v.11.  Say  to  the  lad 
that  he  pass  on]  the  addition  of  ^  :  and  he  passed  on  breaks  the 
connexion,  and  must  be  exscinded.  But  thou  stand  here  that  I 
may  tell  thee  the  word  of  God]  which  for  the  present  concerns 
Saul  alone.  —  X.  1.  The  vial  of  oil  is  described  by  the  same  word 
which  is  used  in  the  description  of  another  prophet’s  anointing  of 
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a  king,  2  K.  91'3.  And  poured  it  upon  his  head ]  the  act  of  anoint¬ 
ing  could  not  be  more  clearly  described.  And  kissed  him ]  an  evi¬ 
dence  of  personal  affection,  for  kissing  is  nowhere  an  act  express¬ 
ive  of  fealty  to  a  king;  the  kissing  of  an  idol  1  K.  1918  Hos.  132 
can  hardly  be  called  parallel.  A  part  of  Samuel’s  words  have  fallen 
out  of  %  and  the  whole  must  be  restored  as  follows :  Has  not 
Yahweh  anointed  thee  as  prince  over  his  people  Israel?  And  thou 
shalt  reign  over  the  people  of  Yahweh  and  shalt  save  them  from  the 
hand  of  their  enemies  round  about.  And  this  shall  be  the  sign 
that  Yahweh  has  anointed  thee  over  his  heritage  as  prince]  it  is 
possible  that  theological  prejudice  has  had  something  to  do  with 
the  mutilation  of  the  text,  for,  to  the  later  view,  Saul  did  not  act¬ 
ually  save  Israel  from  their  enemies.  —  2.  As  Saul  has  no  reason 
for  delaying  longer,  we  may  suppose  that  the  signs  which  follow 
occur  on  the  road  from  Rarnah  to  Gibeah  (Saul’s  home).  Unfor¬ 
tunately  we  are  not  able  to  identify  either  Ramah  or  the  other 
points  mentioned,  except  Bethel.  When  thou  goest from  me  to-day 
thou  shall  meet  two  men  at  the  tomb  of  Rachel  in  the  boundary  of 
Benjamin]  the  boundary  here  mentioned  must  be  the  boundary 
between  Ephraim  and  Benjamin,  for  the  district  of  Zuph  was  in 
Ephraim.  It  is  impossible  therefore  to  identify  the  Tomb  of 
Rachel  here  mentioned  with  the  traditional  site  south  of  Jeru¬ 
salem.  As  Jeremiah  hears  Rachel  weeping  for  her  children  in 
Ramah  (3113),  and  as  her  children  are  Joseph  and  Benjamin,  we 
naturally  suppose  her  tomb  located  in  the  boundary  of  their 
respective  territories.  To  make  Samuel’s  home  in  Judah  in  order 
to  bring  Saul  home  by  the  traditional  Tomb  is  to  violate  all  the 
probabilities.  The  next  word  is  unintelligible.  The  men  would 
tell  him  :  Thy  father  has  dismissed  the  matter  of  the  asses  and  is 
anxious  for  you,  saying :  What  shall  I  do  for  my  son?]  the  state 
of  things  anticipated  by  Saul,  9 5.  —  3.  The  second  sign  :  Thou 
shalt  pass  on  thence  and  come  to  the  Oak  of  Tabor]  supposed  by 
some  to  be  identical  with  the  tree  of  Deborah,  between  Ramah 
and  Bethel,  Jd.  4®.  This  can  hardly  be  called  probable.  The 
grave  of  Deborah  (Rebecca’s  nurse)  is  also  put  in  this  region  by 
Gen.  358  and  associated  with  it  is  an  oak  —  the  Oak  of  Weeping. 
In  the  number  of  sacred  trees  which  once  abounded  in  the 
country,  there  is  no  need  to  merge  these  three  into  one.  The 
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three  men  he  should  meet  going  up  to  God  at  Bethel,  the  ancient 
sanctuary,  would  have  their  offerings  with  them  :  one  carrying 
three  kids,  one  carrying  three  baskets  of  bread  ]  the  reading  is  con¬ 
jectural,  based  on  the  paucity  of  the  three  loaves  in  Twenty 
loaves  are  easily  carried  by  a  man,  2  K.  of,  and  would  be  no 
more  than  the  equivalent  of  the  skin  of  wine  borne  by  the  third 
member  of  the  party.  —  4.  The  men  should  be  so  impressed  by 
Saul’s  bearing  that  they  would  salute  him  and  give  him  two  loaves, 
an  earnest  of  the  backsheesh  to  be  paid  later  to  the  king.  — 

5.  The  third  sign  :  Afterwards  thou  shalt  come  to  Gibeah  of  God ] 
apparently  the  full  name  of  Saul’s  home,  for  he  goes  directly  to 
his  house  after  meeting  with  the  prophets.  Where  is  the  Resident 
of  the  Philistines ]  evidently  the  same  mentioned  in  133,  though 
the  location  there  given  is  Geba.  And  it  shall  be  at  thy  coming 
thither  thou  shalt  meet  a  band  of  prophets  coming  down  from  the 
Bamali  with  a  lyre  and  tambourine  and  flute  and  harp  before 
them  while  they  engage  in  prophesying ]  it  must  be  evident  that  we 
have  here  a  company  of  dervishes  engaged  in  their  religious  exer¬ 
cises.  The  enthusiastic  nature  of  these  exercises  is  evident  from 
the  later  narrative  and  from  the  parallel  account,  1918"24. — 

6.  And  the  Spirit  of  Yahweh  will  rush  upon  thee]  the  same  verb 
is  used  to  describe  the  enthusiasm  which  seized  the  earlier  heroes 
of  Israel,  Jd.  146,  etc.  And  thou  shalt  prophesy  with  them  and  be 
turned  into  another  man']  it  is  worth  remarking  that  in  the  later 
account,  1613,  the  Spirit  comes  as  a  result  of  the  anointing.  The 
verb  used  to  describe  the  transformation  effected  in  Saul  is  the 
same  found  in  Ex.  715  (E),  where  the  rod  is  changed  into  a  ser¬ 
pent  and  Ex.  717  20  (E),  where  the  waters  are  turned  into  blood. 
—  7.  The  coming  to  pass  of  the  signs  will  justify  Saul  in  doing 
whatever  the  occasion  demands]  cf.  Jd.  9s3  —  for  he  will  be  sure  of 
the  divine  help.  —  8.  The  verse  is  an  evident  interpolation  into 
the  earliest  narrative,  but  not  necessarily  late.  It  commands  Saul 
to  go  down  to  Gilgal  and  to  wait  there  seven  days  for  Samuel. 

26.  |D’22»'i]  is  a  corruption  of  tinttm,  originally  the  conclusion  of  the  pre¬ 
ceding  verse.  —  mSjJo]  some  copies  have  nibjn  (Ginsb.).  —  rujn]  Qre  is 
doubtless  correct.  —  Dnue>]  lacking  in  (5,  is  superfluous.  Probably  the  origi¬ 
nal  text  was  without  explicit  subject  (Bu.  omits  Snid!£0  Nin  following  We.), 
pn  is  whatever  is  outside  the  house.  —  27.  iDjm]  gives  the  purpose  of  the 
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command.  —  121?’]]  is  superfluous  and  is  lacking  in  ©&. —  ova]  it  seems  un¬ 
necessary  to  tell  him  to  stand  this  very  minute,  whereas  in  contrast  to  the  pass¬ 
ing  on  of  the  servant  it  would  be  natural  to  tell  him  to  stand  here.  We  should 
probably  emend  to  oiSn  with  KL  — X.  1.  For  kissing  the  king,  Gen.  4140 
and  Ps.  212  might  be  cited,  but  the  text  in  both  is  suspicious.  —  qntj’D— 0  nSh] 
the  construction  is  apparently  smooth.  But  as  in  the  next  verse  Samuel  goes 
on  to  give  the  signs  which  are  to  come  to  pass,  it  is  evident  that  something  is 
missing.  ©  inserts  after  nSh  the  sentence  given  above,  and  this  is  adopted  as 
original  by  Th.,  We.,  Kl.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  Ki.,  and  Ginsb.  (margin).  It  has  dropped 
out  by  homeoteleuton.  —  in1?™]  cf.  2619  2  S.  I410  213  Jer.  1618.  —  2.  We 
have  assumed  that  Samuel’s  home  was  at  Ramah,  though  this  document  no¬ 
where  so  affirms.  If  the  assumption  be  correct,  Ramah  can  hardly  be  identi¬ 
fied  with  Er-Ram,  which  is  only  three  miles  away  from  Gibeah.  GASmith 
suggests  Beit  Rima  on  the  western  edge  of  Mt.  Ephraim,  while  Ew.  ( GVIS . 
III.  p.  31,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  21)  puts  it  at  Ram  Allah,  about  ten  miles  north  of 
Jerusalem.  The  tradition  which  puts  Rachel’s  tomb  near  Bethlehem  seems 
to  go  back  to  Gen.  3519  (E)  48?  (J),  but  must  be  later  than  Jeremiah,  as 
shown  above.  The  present  text  of  Genesis  seems  to  be  interpolated  in  these 
two  passages.  —  nsSxa]  is  intended  to  contain  the  name  of  a  place  —  in 
Zelzach.  But  the  definition  is  already  precise  enough.  The  name  of  the 
place  from  which  the  men  were  coming  would  be  appropriate,  in  which  case 
from  Zelah,  the  burial  place  of  Kish  in  a  later  passage  2  S.  2114,  might  be 
conjectured.  ©  has  a  confused  variety  of  readings,  one  of  them  possibly 
going  back  to  mnSx,  leaping,  which  is  adopted  by  Ew.  in  grosser  Eile ;  an¬ 
other  (©L)  seems  to  reproduce  an  ns  meridie  IL.  —  inh]  should  probably  be 
pointed  as  the  participle  (Bu.).  — 3.  ncSm]  the  verb  is  used  of  the  quick 
motion  of  the  whirlwind,  Hab.  i11,  once  apparently  of  transgressing  the  com¬ 
mandment,  Is.  24s.  It  does  not  seem  especially  appropriate  here,  therefore, 
and  the  text  may  not  be  sound.  —  man  pSx]  the  conjecture  which  identi¬ 
fies  this  with  the  Palm  of  Deborah  is  due  to  Ew.  ( GVI, .  III.  p.  31,  E.  Tr.  III. 
p.  21).  —  nnaa]  for  reasons  given  above,  the  conjecture  of  Kl.  '2iLo  is  plau¬ 
sible  and  adopted  by  Bu.,  but  'Sa  seems  more  likely,  cf.  97. — 4. 

8vo  a-K apxas  Apruu  ©  evidently  had  ?"naa,  probably  a  corruption  of  an  original 
nnaa.  —  5.  Sn]  found  in  the  current  editions  is  lacking  in  almost  all  MSS. 
(De  Rossi)  and  omitted  by  Ginsb.  —  'asa]  we  should  read  an-j  with  ©IL. 
The  word  means  (1)  an  officer  or  prefect ;  (2)  a  garrison  of  soldiers  ;  (3)  a 
pillar.  As  Jonathan  smote  the  one  in  question  it  seems  most  likely  to  have 
been  a  single  officer  stationed  by  the  Philistines  as  representative  of  their 
authority.  —  ?n?i]  the  form  is  unexpected;  Dr.  compares  2  S.  524  where  also 
a  divine  message  is  given.  But  there  the  message  is  a  command  and  natu¬ 
rally  employs  the  jussive,  which  is  inappropriate  here.  It  seems  necessary, 
therefore,  to  correct  to  n>ni.  The  verb  jjjd  means  he  came  suddenly  iipon 
something.  —  San]  a  string,  but,  as  we  use  band,  not  necessarily  a  company 
in  single  file.  — 'vn  dh'joSi]  the  whole  is  a  circumstantial  clause.  The  names 
of  the  musical  instruments  here  mentioned  are  translated,  as  nearly  as  may 
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be,  in  the  foregoing.  An  elaborate  discussion  is  found  in  Weiss.,  Die  Musi- 
kalische  Instrumente  in  d.  Heiligen  Schr.  des  Alien  Testamentes,  Graz.  1895. 
—  7.  Bu.  inserts  Vo  before  -ityx  on  the  ground  of  <3 .  But  this  does  not 
seem  necessary.  —  8.  That  the  verse  does  not  belong  to  the  original  narrative 
should  be  evident.  It  flatly  contradicts  the  preceding  command  to  Saul,  to 
act  according  to  his  own  judgment  and  the  leadings  of  Providence.  It  evi¬ 
dently  prepares  for  the  paragraph  13s-15  which  also  is  an  interruption  to  the 
flow  of  the  narrative.  The  interpolation  is  recognized  as  such  by  We.  {Comp. 
245,  248),  Stade  ( GVI .  I.  p.  211),  Co.,  Bu.  I  have  given  reasons  in  the 
introduction  for  thinking  the  insertion  not  so  late  as  is  generally  supposed.  — 
Seven  days  shall  thou  wait .  .  .  then  I  zvill  tell  thee ]  on  the  construction  cf. 
Moore,  Judges,  p.  350. 

9-16.  The  return  of  Saul.  —  The  author  condenses  his  account, 
dwelling  only  on  the  third  of  the  three  expected  signs.  Possibly 
the  narrative  was  once  fuller.  He  now  says  that  as  Saul  turned 
to  go  from  Samuel  God  gave  him  another  understand ing]  the 
words  do  not  seem  inappropriate  here,  though  they  do  not  ex¬ 
actly  correspond  to  the  place  of  Saul’s  { conversion  ’  in  the  pre¬ 
diction,  v.6.  It  is  psychologically  quite  comprehensible  that  the 
impulse  should  anticipate  the  predicted  order  of  events.  — 10.  He 
came  thence  to  Gibeah ]  seems  to  be  the  correct  reading.  The 
rest  of  the  verse  is  sufficiently  clear  from  v.5.  —  And  he  played  the 
prophet  in  the  midst  of  them']  the  verb  is  apparently  denominative. 
— 11.  The  result  in  the  minds  of  the  people  is:  that  every  one 
who  k?iew  him  in  times  past  and  saw  him  raving  with  the  proph¬ 
ets  said  each  to  his  fellow :  What  now  has  come  upon  the  son  of 
Kish  ?  The  Hebrew  sentence  is  awkward,  and  perhaps  should 
be  emended,  but  the  general  sense  is  clear.  The  question  is 
repeated  in  another  form  :  Is  Saul  also  among  the  prophets]  the 
implication  is  that  his  former  life  had  been  of  a  very  different 
kind  from  theirs.  — 12.  The  first  clause  is  perfectly  plain  in 
meaning  in  itself  considered,  but  entirely  unintelligible  in  this 
context :  And  a  man  from  there  answered  and  said :  And  who  is 
their  father?  As  generally  interpreted,  the  question  is  intended 
to  say  :  the  son  of  Kish  is  as  much  to  be  expected  among  them  as 
any  one  else  ;  prophetic  inspiration  does  not  depend  upon  parentage. 
But  this  is  so  patent  a  fact  that  it  seems  needless  to  call  attention 
to  it.  The  question  what  has  happened  to  the  son  of  Kish?  does 
not  mean  that  Saul’s  parentage  was  such  that  he  could  not  be 
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expected  to  prophesy,  but  that  his  known  individual  character 
was  such  that  his  prophesying  was  a  surprise.  On  this  theory  the 
question  who  is  their  father  is  indeed  pia  quidera  vox  sed  quae 
ipsi  questioni  non  satisfecit  (Schm.).  Such  an  answer  could 
hardly  be  composed  by  our  author.  The  original  reading  seems 
to  be  lost.  Because  of  this  incident  a  proverb  circulated  in  the 
form  :  Is  Saul  also  amofig  the  prophets  ?  The  Rabbinical  expos¬ 
itors  see  in  the  question  of  v.u  an  expression  of  surprise  that  the 
son  of  so  lowly  a  man  as  Kish  should  be  found  in  such  distin¬ 
guished  company.  The  reverse  is  more  likely,  for  Kish  has  been 
described  as  a  well-to-do  man,  and  it  is  evident  from  some  pas¬ 
sages  in  the  historical  books  that  the  prophets  did  not  stand  high 
in  the  estimation  of  the  people.  — 13.  After  a  time  Saul  ceased 
prophesying  and  went  down  to  the  hottse~\  on  the  reading  see 
the  note  below.  — 14.  Saul’s  uncle  asks  about  the  journey. — 

15,  16.  His  further  question  as  to  Samuel’s  word  only  brought 
out  the  reply  :  Why  l  he  told  us  that  the  asses  were  found. 

9.  mm]  should  be  'mi.  The  scribe  was  misled  by  the  preceding  series  of 
verbs  (Dr.).  —  lrucna]  Jer.  48s9  is  the  nearest  parallel.  —  tomi]  Zeph.  3®, 
cited  by  Dr.,  protects  the  verb  here  (contra  Kl.).  —  nS]  our  word  heart  hardly 
expresses  the  idea,  which  is  that  his  mind  was  illuminated,  cf.  BDB.  s.v.  — 
10.  Dtr  iso'i]  ral  tpxerai  ineWev  ©.  As  the  servant  has  been  lost  sight  of  for 
some  time  ©  seems  to  be  correct.  But  if  we  adopt  0”’D  it  seems  clear  that 
something  has  dropped  out.  — 11.  ljnvSs  fl'i]  the  nearest  parallel  seems  to 
be  2  S.  223  where  we  have  NnrrSt)  'mi  followed  by  rtnim  in  the  apodosis.  But 
the  point  is  here  not  that  all  who  knew  him  saw  him,  but  that  all  who  knew 
him  and  saw  him  asked  the  question.  It  seems  better  and  more  vigorous 
therefore  to  make  iCvS'i  begin  the  apodosis  and  omit  D>T  with  If.  For  the 
construction  cf.  Nu.  218,  where  however  the  other  tense  is  used.  —  nrnc]  on 
the  form  of  the  question  BDB.  s.v.  nr.  — 12.  □2,d]  seems  to  have  been  read 
ana  by  ©.  — Oman]  -trar^p  aiirou  ©S  I  seems  to  give  no  help.  K  interprets  : 
and  who  is  their  master  ? — which  seems  as  irrelevant  as  the  ordinary  transla¬ 
tion. — 13.  naan]  As  Saul  met  the  prophets  coming  from  the  Bamah  he 
would  probably  not  go  on  thither  but  to  his  home.  We.  therefore  conjectures 
nrnan.  There  he  would  meet  his  uncle  who  appears  in  the  next  verse.  — 
14.  The  uncle  on  the  father’s  side  would  have  almost  a  father’s  claim.— 

16.  nun  ijn]  the  adverbial  infinitive  strengthens  the  verb :  he  told  us,  sure  ! 
The  second  half  of  the  verse  is  relegated  to  the  margin  by  Bu.  perhaps  cor¬ 
rectly.  It  really  adds  nothing  to  the  sense. — 'DIP  idn  us’n]  is  lacking  in  <SB. 

On  the  meaning  of  toaj.  —  The  word  is  obscure  and  we  can  do  little 
more  than  note  the  bounds  of  our  ignorance.  The  word  does  not  seem  to  be 
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Hebrew  in  its  origin*  as  the  verb  exists  only  in  the  denominative  forms.  It  is 
however  a  good  Semitic  form,  like  "l'i'p  a  harvester,  Tpfl  an  overseer.  As 
these  examples  show,  nouns  of  this  form  usually  describe  a  person  who  devotes 
himself  steadily  to  the  particular  action  indicated  by  the  root.  The  only  clue 
to  the  root  meaning  of  tor  is  in  Arabic  where  it  means:  (1)  he  zittered  a  low 
voice  or  sound,  (2)  he  was  elevated,  (3)  he  went  froi?i  a  land  to  another  land. 
Hoffmann  ( ZA  TW.  III.  p.  87)  explains  (2)  to  be  he  rose  into  view,  he  comes 
from  another  region,  where  we  cannot  see  him,  into  our  own.  He  therefore 
supposes  the  N’aj  to  be  one  who  rises  [is  roused]  from  his  shcggishness  under 
the  influence  of  a  divine  inspiration.  This  seems  rather  forced,  however,  and 
as  the  organs  of  supernatural  communication  notoriously  chirp,  or  mutter,  or 
give  forth  a  murmuring  sound,  it  seems  most  likely  that  the  nabi  was  originally 
the  mutterer.  Later  we  find  Saul  tajnD  under  the  influence  of  an  evil  spirit, 
where  the  utterance  of  inarticulate  sounds  would  probably  be  one  of  the 
phenomena.  The  prophet  is  elsewhere  called  insane  —  JWD —  where  also 
the  utterance  of  incoherent  sounds  is  probably  one  of  the  symptoms,  2  K.  911 
Jer.  29s6.  The  account  of  the  nebiim  in  the  text  reminds  us  strongly  of  the 
priests  of  the  Syrian  goddess  described  by  Lucian.  The  ‘  prophets  ’  of  Baal, 
also,  rave  about  the  altar,  1  K.  1829. 

17-27.  The  public  choice  and  anointing  of  Saul.  —  Samuel 
calls  the  people  to  Mizpah  and  by  the  sacred  lot  selects  a  king. 
The  lot  falls  upon  Saul  who  is  found  after  some  search  and  anointed. 
He  is  received  by  some  with  enthusiasm  while  others  are  indifferent. 

The  account  continues  822a  directly.  Having  expostulated  with 
the  representatives  of  the  people  at  Ramah,  Samuel  is  finally 
directed  to  yield  to  their  desires.  He  therefore  (in  this  para¬ 
graph)  calls  an  assembly  of  the  whole  people  to  the  sanctuary  at 
Mizpah.  If  the  whole  intervening  story  is  left  out,  the  narrative 
is  without  a  break.  The  style  is  homogeneous  ;  Mizpah  is  the 
place  of  assembly  here  and  in  7  ;  the  author  here,  as  in  8,  ex¬ 
presses  the  idea  that  the  monarchy  is  a  rejection  of  Yahweh. 

Our  paragraph  seems  to  be  homogeneous  down  to  25a.  After  this,  we  may 
suspect  that  the  dismission  of  the  people  to  their  homes  is  intended  to  prepare 
the  way  for  11 — the  original  continuation  of  25a  being  121.  I  find  no  reason 
for  suspecting  17-19a,  with  Cornill,  or  25a,  with  Budde.  The  evidences  for  a 
comparatively  late  date  are  the  same  here  as  in  other  parts  of  the  same  docu¬ 
ment.  In  accordance  with  his  general  theory  Bu.  derives  the  paragraph 
from  E. 


17.  A  general  assembly  of  the  people  is  called  at  Mizpah  as 
in  7.  The  reason  for  the  choice  of  Mizpah  may  be  the  same  that 
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influenced  the  author  of  Jd.  20.  —  18.  Yahweh  again  reproaches 
the  people  with  ingratitude  :  7  brought  you  up  from  Egypt  and 
delivered  you  from  the  hand  of  Egypt,  and  from  the  hand  of  all 
the  kingdoms  that  were  oppressing  you]  the  construction  is  unusual, 
and  it  is  possible  that  the  passage  has  been  interpolated.  — 19. 
Their  sin  is  rejection  of  Yahweh  :  who  has  been  your  saviour]  the 
same  word  is  used  of  the  judge,  Jd.  315.  The  author  has  the  idea 
which  is  illustrated  in  the  occurrence  described  in  f~14.  And  ye 
said:  No!  but  a  king  shalt  thou  place  over  us]  the  reference  is 
evidently  to  819.  In  order  to  the  fulfilment  of  their  desire  he 
commands  them  to  station  themselves  before  Yahweh  (who  would 
choose  among  them)  :  by  your  tribes  and  by  your  thousands]  the 
thousand  is  a  subdivision  of  a  tribe  Jd.  615.  —  20,  21.  The  choice 
is  made  by  the  sacred  lot,  each  tribe  coming  by  its  representatives 
before  the  oracle  and  receiving  the  answer  yes  or  no,  until  the 
proper  one  is  found.  The  account  is  parallel  to  Jos.  716-18,  where 
however  there  are  four  stages  instead  of  three.  In  the  first  stage 
the  tribe  of  Benjamin  is  taken.  This  tribe  was  brought  by  its 
clans  and  the  clan  of  the  Matrite  was  taken]  the  name  occurs 
nowhere  else,  and  some  have  supposed  an  error.  One  of  the 
sons  of  Benjamin  in  Gen.  4621  is  Beker,  which  may  be  the  original 
here.*  We  should  now  insert  with  (S  :  and  he  brought  near  the 
clan  of  Matri  man  by  man]  the  clause  has  fallen  out  of  JL)  but  is 
necessary  to  the  sense.  Kish  would  represent  the  household  now 
chosen.  Among  his  sons  the  name  of  Saul  finally  came  out,  but 
the  man  himself  was  not  to  be  found.  —  22.  To  the  question : 
Did  the  man  come  hither  ?]  the  oracle  replied  :  He  is  hidden  in 
the  baggage]  out  of  modesty  of  course.  Slight  changes  in  the  text 
of  this  and  the  following  verse  will  be  noted  below.  —  23.  One 
ran  and  fetched  him  thence  and  as  he  stood  among  the  people  he 
was  taller  than  all  the  people  from  his  shoulder  upward]  a  head 
taller,  as  we  should  say.  A  Lapide  quotes  from  the  Aeneid: 
cunctis  altior  ibat  (of  Anchises),  and  :  toto  vertice  supra  est  (of 
Turnus),  and  similar  language  from  Pliny  concerning  Trajan. 
Before  the  invention  of  firearms,  personal  strength  was  essential 
in  a  leader,  as  indeed  it  is  still  among  the  Arabs.J  —  24.  At  the 


*  E\v„  GV/S.  III.  p.  33  CE-  Tr.  III.  p.  23). 
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presentation  to  the  people,  they  shout :  May  the  king  live  !  the 
usual  greeting  to  a  ruler,  2  S.  1616  1  K.  i25-31  2  K.  n12.  The 
Emir  of  Hayil  in  Central  Arabia  is  saluted  with  :  0,  long  of  days  ! 
and  his  subjects  in  speaking  of  him  say :  God  give  him  long 
life  !  *  Whether  this  account  originally  added  that  Samuel  anointed 
Saul  is  not  certain,  but  this  is  rendered  probable  by  the  language 
of  151.  —  25a.  Samuel  recited  before  the  people  the  custom  of  the 
kingdom  and  wrote  it  in  a  book  and  deposited  it  before  Yahweh ]  it 
seems  impossible  to  understand  this  of  anything  else  than  the 
custom  of  the  king  already  recited  in  89-18.  This  was  threatened 
as  the  penalty  of  the  people’s  choice.  As  they  have  persisted  in 
their  choice,  the  threat  will  be  carried  out.  The  document  is  laid 
up  before  Yahweh  as  a  testimony,  so  that  when  they  complain  of 
tyranny  they  can  be  pointed  to  the  fact  that  they  have  brought  it 
upon  themselves. 

25b-27.  The  original  document  seems  to  have  joined  121  (Sam¬ 
uel’s  farewell)  directly  to  25a.  The  rest  of  this  chapter  is  inserted 
to  give  room  for  1 1  in  which  Saul  appears  still  as  a  private  citizen. 
In  the  theory  of  the  editor  he  did  not  assume  kingly  power  at 
once,  because  the  people  did  not  recognize  him,  or  at  least  a 
considerable  part  did  not  recognize  him,  as  king.  When  Samuel 
dismissed  the  people  there  went  with  Saul  only  the  brave  men 
whose  heart  God  had  touched ]  the  phrase  does  not  occur  else¬ 
where  (Jer.  418  is  different)  but  the  meaning  is  sufficiently  evident. 
But  the  base  men~\  lit.  sons  of  belial,  Jd.  1922,  said ;  How  shall 
this  fellow  save  us .?]  with  a  touch  of  contempt  in  the  form  of 
the  question.  In  consistency  they  brought  him  no  present^  cf.  f  ■ 
There  is  no  thought  as  yet  of  fixed  taxes.  The  two  words  at  the 
end  of  this  verse  in  p)  belong  to  the  next  section. 

17.  p"'?']  the  Hiphil  only  here,  but  p'jnn  is  found  in  the  meaning  he  called 
out  the  warriors ,  2  S.  205  Jd.  410  ia.  —  18.  mm  the  usual  beginning 

of  a  prophetic  speech  as  227.  —  vmL'yn]  of  the  deliverance  from  Egypt,  usual 
in  E  but  not  confined  to  him.  —  D'xnSn  nuSncn]  the  disagreement  in  gender 
may  be  accounted  for  by  supposing  the  participle  to  be  construed  ad  sensum. 
But  1  suspect  the  original  had  only  noScon  which  a  scribe  found  too  sweeping 
and  tried  to  correct  by  insertion.  The  verb  ynS  is  used  Jd.  218  f  ah,  usually 


*  Doughty,  II.  pp.  s5,  226. 
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in  Deuteronomistic  passages.  —  19.  orDNE]  of  the  people’s  rejection  of  Yah- 
weh  87  Num.  ii2j  ef.  1431  (latel. — i5]  in  the  received  text  is  replaced  by 
by  the  Qre  and  in  a  number  of  MSS.,  as  well  as  in  ©io®lL.  —  mm  ucS  123’nn] 
Jos.  241.  —  20.  anpu]  exactly  as  in  Jos.  717.  —  21.  lnna^D ^Kt.:  rnnsi^nS  Qre.  As 
the  next  verse  begins  with  1  the  original  may  have  been  simply  ninety Dt>  (©). 
After  'TJDn,  ©AB  adds:  /cat  Trpocrdyovaiv  ttjv  <pv\T]v  Marrapei  ets  tivSpas,  ©L 
has  an  equivalent,  but  does  not  agree  verbally.  Probably  a  clause  of  this  sig¬ 
nificance  has  dropped  out  of  Jf] — -so  all  recent  scholars  suppose.  —  22.  l^Nty’i] 
/cat  iwripuTriaev  2ap.ovrf\  ©B  <S.  Probably  the  original  was  simply  Sxtsm.  For 
the  next  clause  2”N  oSn  my  ion,  ©B  has:  el  epxerai  6  dvr/p  Ivravda.  This 
alone  corresponds  to  the  answer  which  follows,  and  we  restore  (with  Th.,  al.) 
tf’Nri  a*?n  ton.  The  baggage  of  an  army  is  D’S^n,  1722  2513. — 23.  mu]  read 
the  singular  with  ©;  the  unexpressed  personal  subject  with  the  singular  is 
appropriate  here.  —  24.  D.mtnn]  with  daghesh  dirimens  Ges.26  §  22  s.  — 12]  © 
reads  lS,  but  '2  m2  is  found  l68-9-10  2  S.  621  Dt.  186  2I5.  —  Dpn  ^22]  iv  irdaLv 
vp.lv  <3.  The  case  is  difficult  to  decide;  22^22  is  perhaps  more  likely  to  have 
been  changed  (under  the  influence  of  the  oyn_t?2  which  precedes  and  follows) 
than  the  reverse.  —  lym]  Kal  eyvcocrav  (3B;  the  Hebrew  seems  to  be  original. 
Before  lymi  Bu.  inserts  by  conjecture  qSn1?  inncmi,  while  Co.  would  apparently 
insert  the  same  words  at  the  end  of  the  verse.  It  is  possible,  however,  that 
this  author  supposed  Saul  not  to  have  been  anointed,  and  that  the  allusion  in 
151  is  an  interpolation.  The  command  to  Samuel  in  822  says  nothing  of 
anointing.  —  26.  5’nn]  the  army  is  out  of  place  here;  read  mnn  \J2  with  © 
(Th.,  al.).  —  22*72  2’nSx  yjx_T2’«]  no  similar  phrase  has  been  pointed  out. — 
27.  nr]  is  used  in  contempt,  2116  2521  2  S.  1317,  cf.  BDB.  s.v.  —  2”inD2  ’mi] 
the  words  are  a  corruption  of  two  which  originally  opened  the  following 
paragraph. 

Chapter  XI.  The  Ammonite  invasion,  the  part  taken  by  Saul, 
and  the  effect  on  his  fortunes.  —  Nahash  the  Ammonite  besieges 
Jabesh  Gilead,  and  the  people  offer  to  submit  to  him.  But  he 
will  put  scorn  upon  them  and  upon  all  Israel,  by  putting  out  every 
man’s  right  eye.  His  contempt  for  Israel  is  seen  in  the  confi¬ 
dence  with  which  he  allows  the  Jabeshites  to  seek  help  from  their 
kinsmen.  The  messengers  come  to  Gibeah,  where  the  people  are 
moved  to  pity,  but  also  to  despair.  Saul  alone  is  aroused  by  the 
message,  and  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  to  heroic  measures.  At  his 
peremptory  summons  the  people  march  to  the  relief  of  the 
beleaguered  city.  The  Ammonites  are  taken  completely  by  sur¬ 
prise,  and  the  deliverance  is  equally  complete.  In  recognition 
of  Saul’s  kingly  qualities,  the  people  make  him  king  at  Gilgal  with 
religious  rejoicing. 
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The  piece  is  a  part  of  the  narrative  which  we  left  at  io16.  The 
tone  is  entirely  different  from  that  of  io17'27.  The  author  is  in 
ignorance  of  the  public  appointment  of  Saul  as  king.  The  mes¬ 
sengers  from  Jabesh  come  to  Gibeah,  not  to  seek  Saul,  but  to 
appeal  to  the  people.  No  one  thinks  it  necessary  to  send  for 
Saul  to  the  field.  He  comes  home  at  the  regular  time,  and  then 
has  to  inquire  before  he  is  told  what  is  the  matter.  More  com¬ 
plete  disregard  of  what  is  related  as  having  taken  place  at  Mizpah 
could  not  be  imagined.  On  the  other  hand,  the  entire  consonance 
of  this  chapter  and  ^-io16  is  evident,  and  the  author  seems  to 
have  foreshadowed  this  event  when  he  says  :  do  as  the  occasion 
serves,  for  God  is  with  thee  (io7). 

The  resemblance  between  this  passage  and  some  of  the  early 
narratives  of  the  Book  of  Judges  is  plain.  The  integrity  of  the 
piece  has  suffered  in  vv.  12~14,  as  will  be  shown. 

1-3.  The  invasion  and  the  terms  offered.  —  It  came  to  pass  in 
about  a  month ]  the  reading  is  that  of  (!§.  —  Nahash  the  Ammonite ] 
he  is  called  later,  king  of  the  Bne  Ammon.  The  name  means 
Serpent,  cf.  2  S.  1725  and  Nahshon,  Ex.  623.  This  Nahash  lived 
until  some  time  after  David  was  settled  in  Jerusalem,  2  S.  io2. 
The  Ammonites  were  kindred  of  Israel  (Gen.  19s1-38),  but  always 
troublesome  neighbours,  cf.  Moore  on  Jd.  n4.  In  the  theory  of 
the  Israelitic  writers  they  occupied  the  desert  east  of  Gilead, 
Dt.  2ie_25-37,  but  they  are  represented  as  claiming  the  territory 
as  far  as  the  Jordan.  Probably  they  were  not  scrupulous  about 
an  ancestral  title,  but  like  the  Bedawin  of  the  present  day  asserted 
themselves  wherever  they  had  the  power.  —  And  besieged  Jabesh 
Gilead ]  lit.  encamped  upon.  But  where  the  Bedawin  encamp 
upon  a  territory  they  destroy  it ;  and  while  unable  to  undertake  a 
formal  siege,  they  quickly  reduce  a  walled  town  to  submission  by 
depriving  it  of  supplies,  2  K.  251.  Jabesh  is  mentioned  Jd.  21  1 
S.  3 111  2  S.  24-5  2112  and  in  Chronicles.  It  is  placed  by  Eusebius 
six  miles  from  Pella  on  the  road  to  Gerasa,  and  is  now  generally 
identified  with  Ed-Deir  on  the  Wady  Yabis,  which  appears  to 
preserve  the  ancient  name.  The  men  of  Jabesh  are  willing  to 
become  tributaries.  —  Make  terms  with  us  that  we  may  serve  thee\ 
the  Bedawin  frequently  reduce  the  towns  of  the  oases  to  the  con- 
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dition  here  in  mind,  receiving  a  percentage  of  all  crops.  The 
case  of  Khaibar  when  it  surrendered  to  Mohammed  is  in  point. 
The  covenant  here  asked  is  evidently  imposed  by  the  stronger 
party,  cf.  Jos.  9 ;  but  it  naturally  binds  him  to  cease  from  further 
molestation  when  it  has  once  been  ratified.  —  2.  The  reply  of 
Nahash  :  On  this  stipulation  I  will  make  terms  with  you :  the 
boring  out  of  every  mail's  right  eye~\  lit.  by  boring  out  for  you  every 
right  eye.  Josephus  supposes  the  intention  to  be  to  make  them 
unfit  for  war.  But  the  Bedawy’s  motive  is  probably  no  deeper 
than  the  pleasure  of  insulting  an  enemy  :  Thereby  I  will  put  igno¬ 
miny  on  all  Israel ]  the  disgrace  of  Jabesh  would  be  a  gibe  in  the 
mouth  of  all  Israel’s  enemies,  cf.  1710.  —  3.  A  respite  of  seven 
days  is  asked  :  That  we  may  send  messengers  through  all  the  terri¬ 
tory  of  Israel ,  and  if  there  be  none  to  save  us  we  will  come  out  to 
thee.  At  the  end  of  the  verse  adds  that  they  sent  out  the 
messengers,  but  such  complementary  insertions  are  not  infrequent. 

1.  Kai  eyevfjdri  ws  fiera  fxrjva  (5AB;  ral  lyTero  fxera  prjva 
evidently  represents  a  variant  of  B»nnD3  wi  which  is  found  in  at  the  end 
of  the  preceding  verse  and  there  supposed  to  mean :  and  he  was  like  one 
holding  his  peace,  that  is,  in  reference  to  the  scoffs  of  the  crowd.  But  it  is 
difficult  to  see  why  the  author  should  make  a  comparison  when  it  would  be 
more  natural  to  say  directly  and  he  held  his  peace.  The  reading  of  ©  is  restored 
in  the  form  ennoa  wo  by  Th.  and  adopted  by  most  later  scholars.  The  form 
cnnD3  is  possible,  as  we  see  from  Gen.  38s4  ipSlPDa,  but  as  the  jd  is  superfluous 
I  think  cnn  1D3  more  probable.  On  the  identification  of  Jabesh  Gilead,  Eu¬ 
sebius  in  OS.  268;  Moore,  Judges,  p.  446,  who  cites  the  recent  authorities. 
—  no:  uS"niD]  the  usual  formula,  Jos.  915  24s5  2  S.  5s  2  K.  1 14.  The  term 
seems  to  have  originated  in  the  cutting  apart  of  a  victim,  cf.  WRSmith,  Rel. 
Sent.  pp.  297,  461 ;  Doughty,  II.  p.  41 ;  Valeton  in  ZA  TIV.  1 2,  p.  227  ff. ;  and 
Kraetschmar,  Die  Bundesvorstelling  im  AT.  (1896).  —  2.  riNT3]  apparently 
the  3  of  price.  After  D3S  13  MSS.  and  <SBL  add  nna.  But  the  omission 
makes  no  difficulty.  —  D31?  Ilpja]  Iv  rip  efopii£ai  bp&v  ®BL.  That  they  should 
do  the  mutilating  themselves  would  be  a  refinement  of  cruelty.  But  the  Bed- 
awy  might  not  so  regard  it.  —  ipj  is  used  of  the  ravens  picking  out  the  eye, 
Prov.  3017;  the  Piel  in  the  same  sense  Jd.  1621.  —  mnDttn]  @AB  seems  to  omit 
the  suffix.  —  S3]  omitted  by  ©B.  —  3.  ’Jpt]  EvSpes  ©;  the  latter  is  favoured 
by  Bu.  on  the  ground  of  v.1.  But  the  conformity  is  more  likely  to  be  the  result 
of  correction  by  a  scribe  than  the  dissimilation.  —  uS  *pn]  cf.  2  K.  427.  The 
protasis  with  is  followed  by  perfect  with  waw  consecutive  as  in  Ex.  222 

Num.  27s.  The  fact  that  p«  has  a  participle  under  its  government  does  not 
make  the  sentence  different  from  those  cited. — JW1D]  with  the  accusative, 
as  in  I433  Jd.  63S. 
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4-7a.  The  reception  of  the  message  by  Saul.  —  The  mes¬ 
sengers  came  to  Gibeah  of  Saul]  the  town  seems  to  have  gone  by 
this  name  later,  Is.  io29.  There  were  several  other  towns  which 
bore  the  name  Gibeah.  (©  has,  to  Gibeah  to  Saul,  which  is  contra¬ 
dicted  by  what  follows.  —  The  people  wept  aloud ]  Jd.  2 4  212  1  S. 
304  2  S.  1336.  —  5.  Saul  was  just  coming  after  the  oxen  from  the 
field]  as  already  noticed,  the  messengers  made  no  inquiry  for  Saul, 
no  care  was  taken  to  send  for  him,  no  special  attention  was  paid 
to  him  when  he  came  in  sight,  but  he  was  left  to  find  out  the 
cause  of  the  commotion  by  questioning  the  people.  All  this 
shows  that  it  was  not  on  account  of  Saul  that  the  messengers  came 
to  Gibeah.  —  6.  And  the  Spirit  of  Yahweh]  so  is  probably  to  be 
read  with  (©  and  some  MSS.  of  ^J,  favoured  also  by  2L  —  And 
his  wrath  became  very  hot]  in  Jd.  1419  also  the  Spirit  of  Yahweh 
is  the  efficient  cause  of  wrath.  —  7a.  And  he  took  a  yoke  of  oxen 
and  cut  them  in  pieces]  the  verb  is  used  of  cutting  up  a  sacrificial 
victim,  1  K.  1 8s3, 33  and  elsewhere;  in  one  instance  it  describes 
the  cutting  up  of  a  human  body  Jd.  1929  206.  In  this  latter  case 
also  the  pieces  are  sent  throughout  all  Israel.  The  threat  con¬ 
veyed  is  :  Whoever  comes  not  forth  after  Saul,  so  shall  his  oxen 
be  treated]  Ewald’s  theory  that  the  oxen  were  slain  as  a  sacrifice 
is  without  support  in  the  text.  The  clause,  and  after  Samuel,  is 
probably  a  later  insertion. 

5.  to]  is  apparently  the  participle.  —  ipa]  is  the  ploughing  cattle,  so  that 
Saul  had  been  tilling  his  field.  Classic  parallels  for  the  king  cultivating  his 
own  fields  are  given  in  Poole,  Synopsis.  —  6.  nSi'ni]  the  same  verb  in  io6. — 
ctiSn]  some  MSS.  have  mm  which  is  favoured  also  by  <3.  i>Di?a  Kt.,  wcco 
Qri ;  the  latter  is  more  vigorous.  —  Snidc*  -irmi]  is  a  redactional  insertion 
(Co.). 

7b— 11.  The  deliverance. — A  terror  from  Yahweh  fell  upon  the 
people  and  they  gathered  as  one  man]  the  terror  was  a  terror  of 
Yahweh  in  that  he  sent  it.  Its  object  was  Saul ;  the  people  were 
afraid  to  disobey.  For  they  gathered  (®,  they  went  out  is  given  by 
—  8.  Bezek,  the  place  of  muster,  is  identified  with  Khirbet 
Ibzik,  “  thirteen  miles  northeast  from  Shechem  on  the  road  down 
to  Bethshan  ”  (G.  A.  Smith,  Geog.  p.  336).  The  location  is  well 
suited  to  be  the  starting-point  in  this  expedition,  being  nearly 
opposite  Jabesh  Gilead.  The  enormous  numbers  —  the  Bne 
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Israel  300,000  and  the  men  of  Judah  30,000  — are  to  be  judged 
like  similar  data  elsewhere,  cf.  Jd.  202.  —  9.  And  he  said ]  Saul  is 
the  subject  (©) :  To-morrow  deliverance  will  come  to  you  when  the 
sun  grows  hot ]  Saul  had  detained  the  messengers  until  he  could 
give  a  definite  answer.  The  people  of  Jabesh  naturally  rejoiced 
at  receiving  the  assurance.  — 10.  To  keep  the  besiegers  in  false 
security,  the  men  of  Jabesh  promise  to  come  out  to  them  on  the 
next  day  :  And  you  shall  do  to  us  whatever  you  please']  lit.  accord¬ 
ing  to  all  that  is  good  in  your  eyes,  cf.  318  14s0- 40  2  S.  io12  Jd.  1924.  — 
11.  The  morrow  began  at  sunset  of  the  day  on  which  the  message 
was  sent,  so  the  army  doubtless  marched  all  night  as  Josephus  says. 
Saul  divided  his  troops  into  three  columns  as  did  Gideon,  Jd.  7“, 
and  Abimelech  Jd.  943.  The  advantage  of  attacking  on  different 
sides  at  the  same  time  is  obvious.  — And  they  came  into  the  midst 
of  the  camp\  the  attack  was  not  discovered  until  the  Israelites 
were  already  in  the  midst  of  the  scattered  camp.  The  morning 
watch  is  mentioned  also  Ex.  1424;  the  night  was  divided  into 
three  watches,  notice  the  middle  watch,  Jd.  719. —  And  they  smote 
Ammon  until  the  heat  of  the  day  and  there  was  .  .  .]  the  word  is 
probably  corrupt.  What  we  expect  is  a  statement  that  there  was 
a  great  slaughter  or  a  great  panic.  They  scattered  and  there  were 
not  left  two  together. 

Note,  —  The  reason  for  rejecting  the  numbers  in  v.8  is  that  in  the  time  of 
Deborah  the  total  fighting  strength  was  40,000  men,  Jd.  5s,  and  under  great 
stress  Barak  was  able  to  bring  only  ten  thousand  into  the  field.  There  is  no 
reason  to  suppose  that  Israel  had  greatly  increased  since  that  time;  the 
Philistine  oppression  indicates  the  reverse.  The  later  account  of  Saul’s  cam¬ 
paigns  makes  the  impression  that  he  at  no  time  commanded  a  large  force.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  ease  with  which  numbers  increase  in  size  on  paper  is  seen 
from  @  here  which  doubles  the  300,000  of  pj,  while  Josephus  raises  it  to 
700,000. 

7b.  wsu]  does  not  give  a  bad  sense,  but  as  ©  renders  ipJJS'l,  this  is  restored 
by  We.,  al.;  the  phrase  ms  i!”Na  is  used  with  verbs  meaning  to  gather,  Jd.  201 
Ezra  31  Neh.  81;  nowhere  with  Ni'.  — 8.  A  Bezek  is  mentioned  in  Jd.  i4 
where  it  would  be  supposed  to  be  in  Judah.  3  seems  to  have  read  in 
Ramah,  which  however  was  early  corrupted  to  Bamah  or  Bala  (l).  I  he 
identification  of  our  Bezek  with  Khirbet  Ibzik  is  as  old  as  the  fourteenth 
century,  cf.  Moore  on  Jd.  I5.  —  9.  n»sm]  ko.1  drev  @AB  is  apparently  correct. 

_ ana]  ana  Qre  fixes  the  point  of  time  more  exactly.  —  10.  e>a'  'ti’jx  nDN'l] 

<3  adds  to  Nahash  the  Ammonite  and  something  of  the  kind  seems  necessary. 
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But  I  suspect  the  original  reading  to  have  been  only  U’m1?  ncx')  and  that  the 
second  word  was  corrupted  to  nMN.  For  ait9n-l7M,  ©AB  gives  simply  t6  ay adbv, 
and  the  shorter  reading  is  to  be  preferred.  —  11.  D'U’Ni]  of  the  divisions  of  the 
army,  Jd.  7 16  9s4-  43  1  S.  1317.  On  the  double  accusative,  Dav.,  Syntax,  §  76. 
For  Ammon  ©  gives  sons  of  Ammon  which  accords  with  almost  uniform  usage. 
—  nnNSun]  can  be  construed  (cf.  io11  2  S.  223),  but  it  is  extremely  awkward. 
Some  relief  is  given  by  changing  ’mi  to  arm,  but  the  corruption  is  probably 
deeper. 

12-15.  The  installation  of  Saul. — The  people  demand  Saul 
as  king,  and,  going  down  to  Gilgal,  they  celebrate  a  feast  of  coro¬ 
nation  —  except  that  we  hear  nothing  of  a  crown. 

The  paragraph  has  been  worked  over  to  fit  the  present  com¬ 
posite  narrative.  Samuel  probably  had  no  place  in  the  original 
document  —  the  related  section,  ^-io16,  makes  him  only  the  seer 
of  a  single  town.  There  is  no  reason  why  he  should  accompany 
Saul  to  the  war  or  why  he  should  officiate  at  his  public  recogni¬ 
tion.  But  in  vv.12"14  we  find  Samuel  acting  as  leader  and  recog¬ 
nized  authority.  There  is  reason  to  suppose,  therefore,  that  these 
verses  in  their  present  shape  are  the  redactional  bonds  between 
the  two  streams  of  narrative.  Verse  15,  on  the  other  hand,  may 
be  a  fragment  of  the  original  narrative,  but  something  must  have 
stood  between  it  and  v.11. 

12-15.  The  evidences  of  adaptation  to  the  present  situation  found  in  w.12~u 
are  emphasized  by  We.  (  Comp .  p.  243)  and  Stade  (  GVI, .  1.  p.  212).  The  three 
verses  are  regarded  as  an  interpolation  by  Co.  ( Einl 3.  p.  100),  and  Bu.  (RS. 
p.  173).  Driver  specifies  only  v.14  as  redactional  (LO  7'6.  p.  176). 

12.  Who  is  he  who  says :  Saul  shall  not  reign  over  us .?]  the 
negative  is  omitted  in  the  current  Hebrew,  but  found  in  (S&01  as 
well  as  some  MSS.  —  13.  And  Saul  said~\  the  traces  of  a  reading 
and  Samuel  said  are  of  no  value.  Saul’s  magnanimity  is  the 
point  of  the  reply.  —  Not  a  man  shall  be  put  to  death ]  the  verb 
in  this  form  is  generally  used  of  inflicting  death  as  a  penalty.  — 
14.  Samuel  proposes  to  go  to  Gilgal  and  renew  the  kingdom 
there ]  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  Gilgal  here  men¬ 
tioned  is  any  but  the  well-known  sanctuary  in  the  Jordan  valley, 
not  far  from  Jericho  (Jos.  419  20  Jd.  21).  The  word  renew  the  king¬ 
dom  is  a  palpable  allusion  to  the  preceding  account,  and  therefore 
redactional.  On  the  other  hand,  Gilgal  seems  to  belong  to  the 
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main  stratum,  for  otherwise  the  people  would  have  been  invited 
again  to  Mizpah.  — 15.  They  made  Saul  king\  the  verb  is  the 
same  used  in  822.  —  There  before  Yahweh  in  Gilgal ]  the  repeated 
mention  of  Gilgal  seems  superfluous,  but  is  perhaps  intended  to 
bring  out  the  importance  of  the  occasion.  —  They  sacrificed  there 
sacrifices,  peace  offerings ]  the  phrase  sacrifices  of  peace  offerings 
is  more  common.  The  rendering  peace  offerings  is  conventional, 
as  the  original  meaning  of  the  word  is  unknown.  It  designates 
the  offerings  in  which  the  greater  part  of  the  flesh  forms  a  sacrifi¬ 
cial  meal.  The  rejoicing  before  Yahweh  is  a  prominent  element 
in  early  worship. 

12.  "iSdi  Sixty]  may  possibly  be  a  question  without  the  interrogative  particle, 
but  of  the  examples  cited  as  parallel  some,  at  least,  do  not  belong  here.  Either 
the  n  or  the  negative  has  dropped  out;  and  as  the  latter  has  external  authority 
(©&3E)  it  seems  best  to  restore  it.  Kl.’s  conjecture :  Rather  let  Sheol  rule 
over  us  !  may  be  cited  as  a  curiosity.  — 13.  ^ixty]  2 ap.ovtfk  ©B  is  a  mere  cleri¬ 
cal  error.  —  14.  Gilgal  in  this  passage  might  be  supposed  to  be  the  Gilgal  in 
Mt.  Ephraim,  2  K.  21.  But  elsewhere  in  the  Books  of  Samuel  the  Gilgal  in  the 
Jordan  valley  is  intended.  So  in  io8  where  mT>  is  appropriate  only  to  the 
lower  site,  cf.  1312.  The  name  (usually  written  or  pointed  with  the  article) 
means  the  circle  and  designated  a  circle  of  sacred  stones,  a  cromlech,  cf.  Dr. 
on  Dt.  1 180,  Moore  on  Jd.  21.  For  the  location  we  have  Jos.  419-  20,  Eusebius 
OS.  p.  243,  Baedeker  PaT.  p.  167.  —  tytmi]  the  Piel  seems  to  occur  in  late 
passages.  Kl.  tries  to  make  it  mean  let  us  inaugurate  the  kingdom,  so 
avoiding  reference  to  the  earlier  anointing.  But  this  is  not  supported  by  any 
other  passage.  —  15.  IoSdu]  ©  reads  :  ko!  <=xPlcrev  2 afj.ovij\  Ikci  [rdy  SaoilX] 
els  /3 aaiXta.  The  shorter  text  seems  original.  —  D'D'riy]  may  be  the  offerings 
which  show  the  undisturbed  relations  which  exist  between  God  and  the  wor¬ 
shipper,  Stade,  G  VI.  I.  p.  496.  ©  inserts  /ecu  before  the  word  here. 

XII.  Samuel’s  farewell  address.  —  Samuel  addresses  the  peo¬ 
ple,  protesting  his  integrity  during  a  long  career.  The  people 
bear  him  witness.  He  then  reviews  Yahweh’s  dealings  with  Israel 
from  the  time  of  Moses,  and  enumerates  their  backslidings,  the 
punishments  which  had  followed,  and  the  deliverances  which 
came  when  they  cried  to  Yahweh.  In  spite  of  this  experience 
they  had  not  trusted  Yahweh  in  the  recent  danger  from  Nahash, 
but  had  demanded  a  king.  If  they  and  their  king  should  fear 
Yahweh,  it  might  yet  be  well.  But  if  they  should  be  rebellious, 
king  and  people  would  be  destroyed.  In  evidence  of  the  truth 
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of  his  words  he  offers  a  miracle,  and  Yahweh  sends  it  in  the  shape 
of  a  thunderstorm,  though  the  season  is  wheat  harvest.  The 
people  are  terrified,  and  confess  that  the  demand  for  a  king  is 
another  in  their  list  of  sins.  Samuel  encourages  them  that  Yahweh 
will  not  reject  them,  but  repeats  his  warning  against  defection. 

The  contrast  in  thought  and  style  between  this  section  and  the 
preceding  is  obvious,  and  equally  obvious  is  its  resemblance  to 
7,  8,  and  io17'24.  Outside  the  Books  of  Samuel  the  nearest  paral¬ 
lel  is  Jos.  24  —  Joshua’s  farewell  address.  The  present  chapter 
seems  to  be  less  original  than  that,  and  is  possibly  framed  after  it 
as  a  model.  The  thought  and  language  remind  us  of  the  frame¬ 
work  of  the  Book  of  Judges,  and  there  is  no  violence  in  the  sup¬ 
position  that  this  address  once  closed  the  account  of  the  period 
of  the  Judges,  as  Joshua’s  farewell  address  closed  the  account  of 
the  conquest  of  Canaan.  In  this  case  the  author  who  set  forth 
his  scheme  of  history  in  Jd.  2u-36,  and  repeated  it  in  Jd.  ioWB, 
closed  his  book  (or  this  section  of  the  history  of  Israel)  with  this 
chapter  as  a  retrospect. 

On  the  relation  between  this  section  and  the  framework  of  the  Book  of 
Judges,  see  Moore,  Judges,  p.  xxiii.  Graf’s  theory  that  this  was  the  closing 
section  of  the  pre-Deuteronomic  Judges  seems  disproved  by  the  style  and 
vocabulary,  as  does  Bu.’s  ( RS .  p.  182)  that  it  belongs  to  E'2  which  he  puts 
before  650  B.c.  The  question  is  important  enough  to  warrant  a  somewhat 
detailed  examination  of  the  usage  of  the  section.  We  should  first  notice  that 
Bu.  strikes  out  a  number  of  clauses  as  Deuteronomistic  expansions.  But  there 
seems  to  be  no  evidence  for  such  a  working  over  of  the  chapter  as  this  would 
imply.  Leaving  these  in  the  text  we  note  the  following  affinities:  1.  'nycc 
D3Sip2]  frequent  in  D.  —  2.  dducS  qS.mD]  Gen.  4S16  (E).  —  3.  mem]  frequent 
in  Sam.  and  Psalms.  —  'npii’y]  Lev.  1913  Dt.  2414  28s9,  frequent  in  Ezek.  and 
the  second  Isaiah.  —  men]  in  connexion  with  pe’y  in  Dt.  28s3  Am.  41  and  in 
many  confessedly  late  authors.  —  idd  npS]  Num.  3531f-  (P)  Am.  512.  —  D'Sjjn 
my]  Lev.  204.—  4.  hdind]  Gen.  39s3  4015  (J)  Num.  2238  (E)  Dt.  1318. — 
5.  mm  iy]  occurs  nowhere  else,  but  nearly  parallel  are  those  passages  in 
which  a  sacred  object  is  made  witness  to  a  declaration,  as  Jos.  2227  (P) 
Gen.  3 144  (JE).  —  6.  ntry]  of  appointing  men  to  a  work,  1  K.  1231  2  K.  216 
Is.  2816  Eccl.  28.  —  Moses  and  Aaron\  usually  associated  in  P  and  Chr., 
nowhere  in  the  historical  or  prophetical  books  except  here — Moses,  Aar 071, 
and  Miriam  stands  by  itself  (Mic.  64).  —  nSyn]  of  the  deliverance  from  Egypt 
in  E,  D,  IIos.  1 214  Jer.  1614  237  al.  and  in  redactional  passages.  —  7.  laxmri] 
Ex.  1413  (J)  1  S.  io19.  —  nooe’Ni]  in  this  sense  Jer.  235  Ezek.  2035f-  Joel  42  and 
other  late  passages.  —  mm  nipm>]  Jd.  511  and,  with  a  different  shade  of  mean- 
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ing,  Mic.  65.  —  8.  ansn  3pjn  to]  Gen.  46s  Ex.  i1  (both  P).  —  mmW  lppm] 

a  standing  phrase  of  the  Deuteronomistic  redactor  of  Jd. ;  cf.  1  S.  7s-9  818. _ 

oia'C>'i]  Lev.  2343  Ezek.  3611-33.  —  9.  m3  naan]  Jd.  214  3s  42  io7.  — 10.  ijnbh 
i.'pip  13]  Jd.  io10.  3tp  is  used  of  forsaking  the  true  God,  Jd.  io10- 13  Dt.  2820 
3116  Jer.  1611  and  often  in  Kings.  —  mSjun]  Jd.  211,  cf.  213  where  the  Ashtaroth 
are  brought  in  as  here.  — 11.  am2'N  I'D]  2  K.  i;39.  —  3'3Da  03'3’n]  Dt.  1210 
2519  Jos.  237Jd.  214831.  —  raa  utt>ni]  Dt.  1210.  — 12.  D3dSd  mmi]  Is.  33224315. 
— 14.  mm-nx  wvi-tdn]  Dt.  62- 13  io20  Jos.  2414.  —  mm  nx  non]  Num.  2024 
2714  (P)  Dt.  i26-43  923  1  K.  i321-26.  — 15.  D33  mm_m  nmm]  Ex.  9s5  (J)  Dt.  215 
Jd.  215  1  S.  713.  —  16.  aampS  n»jr]  Dt.  i39  4s4  291  Ex.  720  (E).  — 17.  mSp  jmi] 
Ex.  923  (E).  — WtP?  □ma’p  upk]  the  infinitive  with  b,  specifying  more  nearly 
what  is  meant  by  a  preceding  noun,  is  found  Gen.  1819  (R)  Dt.  918  Jd.  9s6  (E) 
2  S.  1316  1  K.  i619Neh.  137.  — 19.  ipa  SSfinn]  Gen.  207  (E)  Dt.  920,  frequent 
in  Jer.  — 20.  nrmo  niDnW]  2  K.  186  2  Chr.  34s3.  — 21.  inn]  notoriously  a 
late  word,  applied  to  false  gods  in  Is.  41s9.  —  Vmjm-*!1?]  Is.  4410  Jer.  28  al. — 
22.  min'  e»B']  Jd.  613  Is.  28  Jer.  127  Ps.  9414.  —  iDtf  mapa]  cf.  Jos.  7®  Is.  48® 
Ezek.  209-14-22.  —  mm  Win]  2  S.  729  and  the  parallel  1  Chr.  1727  Job  69. — 
To  make  you  a  people  for  himself ']  does  not  occur  elsewhere  in  this  exact 
wording,  but  the  idea  is  frequent  in  Dt.  —  23.  nma  'nmnj]  Ps.  25s  2711  32s. 
—  24.  The  first  half  of  the  verse  is  nearly  the  same  as  Jos.  2414a.  —  With  all 
your  heart ]  Jer.  2913  Joel  212,  frequent  in  Dt.  with  the  addition  and  with  all 
your  soul.  —  33DJ?  Sun]  Ps.  I262-3.  —  25.  ipnn  jnn]  1  Chr.  2117.  —  icon] 
Gen.  I915-17  1  S.  2610  271  Num.  1626. 

It  must  be  evident  that  the  passage  shows  dependence  on  Dt.  and  acquaint¬ 
ance  with  Jer.,  Ezek.,  and  possibly  later  writers.  The  identification  with  E2 
does  not  therefore  seem  well  grounded,  and  Graf’s  theory  also  falls  to  the 
ground.  That  the  author  is  acquainted  with  11  is  seen  from  his  allusion  to 
Nahash. 

1-5.  Samuel  resigns  his  office.  —  He  opens  his  speech  by  stat¬ 
ing  the  situation  :  /  have  hearkened  to  your  voice  .  .  .  and  have 
appointed  a  king  over  you:  Now,  behold!  the  king  is  walking 
before you~\  the  king  is  thought  of  as  a  shepherd  walking  before 
his  flock.  A  paraphrase  is  Num.  2  7l6f-  (P).  The  kingless  people 
are  sheep  without  a  shepherd.  The  Homeric  parallel  is  well 
known.  —  But  as  for  me  I  am  old  a?id  gray  and  my  sons  are 
among  you]  already  mature  men  who  show  that  their  father  is 
advancing  in  years.  Any  other  reason  cannot  be  imagined  for 
the  mention  of  the  sons  here.  —  And  I  have  walked  before  you 
from  youth  until  this  day]  as  Saul  is  now  to  do  —  the  people 
walk  at  the  heels  of  the  leader,  25s7.  —  3.  A  challenge  as  to  his 
own  fidelity :  Here  am  I !  Testify  against  me]  the  phrase  is 
generally  used  of  a  witness  who  testifies  to  a  crime.  The  ques- 
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tions  which  follow  are,  perhaps  purposely,  cast  in  rhythmical  form 
with  assonance  at  the  end  : 

Eth  shor  mi  lakdhti 
Wa-hamor  mi  lakdhti 
IVe-eth  mi  ’ ashdkti 
Eth  mi  rai;<;6thi 
U-miyyad  mi  lakdhti  kipher. 

The  tendency  of  the  prophets  to  cast  their  oracles  in  poetic  form 
is  illustrated  elsewhere.  The  questions  all  refer  to  judicial  hon¬ 
esty,  which  has  always  been  rare  in  the  East.  Frequent  enact¬ 
ments  and  exhortations  in  the  Old  Testament  testify  to  the  venality 
of  the  judges  in  Israel.  Samuel  asks  :  Whose  ox  have  I  taken  rt 
Or  whose  ass  have  I  taketi  ?  He  then  puts  the  more  general 
questions  :  Whom  have  I  oppressed?  Whom  have  I  maltreated? 
The  verbs  are  elsewhere  joined  to  describe  the  oppression  of  the 
weak  by  the  powerful.  Or  from  whose  hand  have  I  taken  a  gift, 
that  I  might  blind  my  eyes  with  it?  The  different  reading  of  & 
will  be  discussed  below.  The  verb  meaning  blind  is  found  Lev.  204 
2  K.  4 27  Is.  i15  Ezek.  2  226.  That  a  gift  blinds  the  clear-sighted  is 
declared  Ex.  23s,  cf.  Dt.  1619.  Testify  against  me,  and  I  will  restore 
it  to  you  !  Such  seems  the  best  reading.  And  I  will  answer  you, 
which  has  been  proposed,  does  not  seem  appropriate,  and  would 
require  an  additional  word.  —  4.  The  people  acquit  Samuel,  in 
the  words  which  he  himself  has  used.  —  5.  He  solemnly  concludes 
his  attestation  by  making  Yahweh  and  the  king  witness  :  Yahweh 
is  witness  and  his  anointed  is  witness ]  the  king  as  the  anointed  of 
Yahweh  meets  us  in  several  instances  in  the  later  history.  Doubt¬ 
less  the  anointing  has  consecrated  the  king  so  that  he  is  appropri¬ 
ately  introduced  in  this  connexion.  —  That  ye  have  not  found  in 
my  hand  anything']  that  would  be  a  cause  of  accusation.  —  And 
they  said :  He  is  witness ]  confirmatory  of  what  Samuel  has  just 
said.  The  assertion  is  made  of  Yahweh  only,  who  is  the  principal 
person. 

1.  11?  DmDN_iC’N  SnS]  is  superfluous,  but  this  author  is  diffuse  throughout. 
—  2.  i^nno]  is  lacking  in  ,£. — uni]  is  somewhat  emphatic  —  Saul  is  now 
your  leader,  but  I  for  my  part  have  been  your  leader  a  long  tune.  —  3.  ’2  u>] 
Ex.  2018  Num.  3530  Dt.  1916.  Before  each  clause  of  the  second  couplet  (S5 
inserts  the  conjunction  or  (=  1).  —  u  u’ji  Q'Sjini]  seems  to  be  perfectly  good 
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Hebrew.  <SAB  reads  ical  ;  curoicpldTjTe  kcit’  £/j.ov.  As  pointed  out  by 

Cappellus  (  Critica  Sacra ,  p.  265),  this  must  represent  '2  uy  D'^yjl.  This  is 
adopted  as  original  by  Th.,  We.,  Dr.,  Ki.,  and  has  influenced  Sirach  (4619), 
as  pointed  out  by  Schleusner,  Thesaurus ,  s.v.  imASrjua.  (the  reading  is  found 
in  the  newly  discovered  Hebrew  fragments).  A  shoestring  is  proverbial  for  a 
thing  of  little  worth,  Gen.  1423,  as  it  is  in  Arabic  (Goldziher  in  Jour.  Assyr. 
VII.  p.  296).  But  the  coordination  D'byjl  222  for  a  bribe  even  a  pair  of  shoes 
seems  strange.  We  should  expect  at  least  Di5yj  dj,  or  O'Sy:  qai  (Kl.).  For 
this  reason  it  seems  best  to  retain  Ji|.  It  has  been  supposed  that  the  pair  of 
shoes  in  Am.  2®  is  a  symbol  of  transfer  of  real  estate,  in  which  case  cSyjl  222 
might  mean  gifts  of  money  or  deeds  of  real  estate  ;  and  this  may  be  the  origin 
of  the  Syriac  text  of  Sirach  quoted  by  Dr.,  gift  or  present.  After  12  my  we 
may,  however,  restore  ’2  uy  (Bu.),  the  phrases  being  so  much  alike  that 
one  was  easily  lost;  I  is  conflate.  —  5.  At  the  end  of  the  verse  iCN'l  Kt.  would 
be  possible,  but  to  the  solemn  adjuration  we  should  expect  the  whole  people 
to  reply.  The  margin  of  the  Massoretic  edition,  therefore,  emends  to  12DNU, 
which  is  found  in  the  text  of  some  editions,  and  is  represented  in  (SSIL5C. 

6-12.  The  historical  retrospect.  —  Samuel  recites  the  benefits 
received  from  Yahweh  and  the  people’s  ingratitude  in  return. 
The  beginning  of  the  paragraph  is  obscure  from  corruption  of 
the  text.  We  find  in  ft]  only  Yahweh  who  appointed  Aloses  and 
Aaron,  which  is  then  left  without  predicate.  Fairly  satisfactory 
is  the  reading  of  (©  :  Witness  is  Yahweh,  though  it  may  not  be 
the  original.  —  Who  appointed  Moses]  is  the  accepted  transla¬ 
tion,  though  who  wrought  with  Afoses  is  possible,  and  is  perhaps 
favoured  by  the  following  verse.  —  7.  And  now  take  your  stand 
that  I  may  plead  with  you  concerning  all  the  just  deeds  of  Yahweh] 
this,  the  text  of  pf,  seems  to  give  a  good  sense.  The  expanded 
text  of  (3,  that  I  may  plead  with  you  and  make  known  to  you 
(generally  adopted),  seems  to  be  secondary.  The  reading  of  ^ 
is  supported  by  Ezek.  1 720.  —  8.  The  historical  sketch  proper  now 
begins,  taking  the  sojourn  in  Egypt  as  the  starting-point :  When 
Jacob  came  to  Egypt  the  Egyptians  oppressed  them]  the  second 
clause  has  dropped  out  of  p|,  but  is  preserved  in  —  And  your 
fathers  cried  to  Yahweh  and  Yahweh  sent  Afoses  and  Aaron  to 
bring  out  your  fathers,  and  made  them  dwell  in  this  place]  this  is 
to  be  preferred  to  and  they  made  them  dwell  Pf,  “  which  is  just 
what  Moses  and  Aaron  did  not  make  them  do"’  (Dr.).  —  9.  The 
deliverance  was  followed  by  ingratitude  :  They  forgot  Yahweh  their 
God,  and  he  sold  them  into  the  hand  of  Sis  era]  the  phrase  is  often 


86 


i  SAMUEL 


used  of  God’s  delivering  over  his  people  into  the  power  of  their 
enemies.  It  is  evidently  connected  with  the  prophetic  view  of 
Israel  as  Yahweh’s  spouse  whom  for  her  adulteries  he  sold  into 
slavery.  The  list  of  oppressors  here,  Sisera,  the  Philistines,  the 
king  of  Moab,  does  not  pretend  to  follow  the  order  of  the  Book 
of  Judges.  — 10.  The  repentance  and  confession,  followed  by  a 
prayer  for  forgiveness,  make  use  of  the  language  of  Jd.  io6 7 * * 10.  On 
the  Baals  and  the  Astartes,  cf.  above,  f.  — 11.  Yahweh  had  sent 
as  deliverers  Jerubbaal  and  Barak  and  Jeplithah  and  Samuel ] 
Barak  is  adopted  from  @  instead  of  the  Bedan  of  %],  a  name  not 
otherwise  known  except  in  the  genealogical  list  i  Chr.  717.  As 
the  present  passage  is  wholly  dependent  on  the  Book  of  Judges, 
it  is  unlikely  that  it  has  preserved  for  us  the  name  of  a  deliverer 
otherwise  unknown.  Rabbinical  ingenuity  has  identified  Bedan 
with  Jair,  Jd.  io3,  and  Samson.  The  introduction  of  Samuel  into 
the  list  occasions  no  surprise,  for  the  author  makes  him  no  whit 
below  the  greatest  of  the  judges ;  and  the  very  point  of  the  argu¬ 
ment  is  that  they  had  just  rebelled  against  him.  There  is,  there¬ 
fore,  no  reason  for  changing  the  text  at  this  point.  —  And  delivered 
you  from  the  hand  of  your  enemies  round  about  and  you  dwelt  in 
security ]  almost  exactly  as  in  Dt.  1 210.  The  point  of  view  is  pal¬ 
pably  the  same  as  that  of  713.  — 12.  The  author  is  so  dominated 
by  his  idea  that  he  represents  the  attack  of  Nahash  as  the  occa¬ 
sion  of  the  demand  for  a  king  :  You  saw  that  Nahash  king  of 
Ammon  came  against  you]  Bu.  thinks  the  words  a  later  insertion, 
but  they  seem  necessary  to  the  sense.  —  And  you  said  to  me :  No  ! 
but  a  king  shall  rule  over  us,  when  Yahweh  your  God  is  your  king] 
the  point  of  view  distinctly  affirmed. 

6.  nim]  so  isolated  cannot  be  right :  Alyuu  /uaprus  Kvpios  <3  represents 
rnm  rj  ids'?  which  is  now  generally  adopted.  £  has  Yahweh  alone  is  God 
and  adds  6  Be 6s  to  Kvpios.  It  is  possible  therefore  that  the  original  was 
mn^n  son  mm  which  is  more  appropriate  to  this  fresh  start  in  the  speech. — 
ns  ms>jj]  the  verb  is  unusual  in  the  sense  of  appointing  to  a  work,  but  the 
combination  occurs  just  below  of  working  with  one.  The  rendering  of  HI: 
■who  did  great  things  by  the  hand  of  Moses  is  probably  only  a  paraphrase. — 

7.  nipns-i72  ns]  (5  prefixes  /cal  airayyeAai  tifiv  on  the  ground  of  which  most 

recent  editors  insert  oaS  nmjxi.  But  the  case  seems  to  be  one  in  which  the 

more  difficult  reading  should  be  retained.  The  plus  is  lacking  in  l  {Cod.  Goth. 

Leg.  apud  Vercellone).  —  8.  ansa]  6  adds  koX  era irelvuaev  aiiTovs  AiyuiTTOs  = 
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onxn  Djj>M  which  is  probably  original  (Dr.,  al.),  as  the  omission  can  be  ac¬ 
counted  for  by  homeoteleuton.  On  the  other  hand  Jacob  and  his  sons  (5, 
instead  of  the  simple  Jacob,  seems  to  be  a  scribe’s  expansion.  — lK'Xi't]  as  the 
emphasis  is  laid  upon  Yahweh’s  activity  all  through,  itfyayeu  <55 AL  may  be 
right.  More  attractive  however  is  the  simple  change  of  pointing  to  iN'Si'i 
(We.)  which  makes  the  verb  subordinate  to  the  preceding. — Dimwi]  here 
the  singular  is  decidedly  to  be  preferred  (We.),  supported  by  (55S. —  9.  For 
Hazor  (55  has  Jabin  king  of  Hazor,  adopted  by  We.,  Bu.  The  latter  is  in 
accordance  with  Jd.  47,  but  the  other  is  not  so  entirely  without  analogy  as  We. 
supposes;  cf.  I  K.  232. — 10.  nDN'i  Kt. :  read  nONU  Qre  and  versions. — 
niTOjn]  toTs  txAuetuv  3  as  in  73-4. — 11.  Sysm]  as  Jd.  829;  Deborah  is  read 
here  by  S  which  inserts  Gideoyi  later.  —  pa]  has  given  the  exegetes  much 
trouble.  ®  renders  it  pc’DC’  on  the  theory  that  it  represents  p  p,  as  is  given 
by  some  of  the  Rabbinical  expositors  and  set  forth  by  Pseudo-Hieronymus  in 
his  Questiones  ( Hier .  Op.  Ed.  Vallarsi,  III.  814).  Barak  <55i5  which  is  read 
by  most  recent  scholars  (including  Keil)  is  the  most  suitable  name.  Ew. 
(<7F/3.  II.  p.  514,  Engl.  Tr.  II.  p.  364)  revived  an  old  conjecture  mentioned 
by  Clericus  and  Michaelis  that  Abdon  is  the  original  name  (cf.  Jd.  1218). — 
Ssoss’]  Samson  (55LS  which  is  adopted  by  Kl.,  owes  its  place  to  the  theory 
that  Samuel  would  not  put  his  own  name  here.  But  the  writer  found  in 
Samuel  the  climax  of  the  address,  and  there  is  no  reason  for  changing  the 
text  or  supposing  SxiDifnNi  to  be  a  later  insertion  (Bu.  and  apparently  Dr.).  — 
ran]  the  accusative  of  condition,  Dav.  Syntax,  §  70  b.  — 12.  Durbo  dd'hSn  mm] 
the  clause  is  lacking  in  <3-  The  view  which  it  expresses  is  found  also  in  Jd. 
823  (cf.  Moore’s  note)  and  1  S.  87. 

13-18.  The  threat  of  punishment  upon  people  and  king  in 
case  they  turn  aside  from  Yahweh,  and  its  attestation  by  a  miracle. 
— 13.  And  now]  frequently  marks  a  turn  in  the  discourse  or 
draws  a  conclusion  from  what  precedes,  Jos.  2414,23  Jd.  916.  Be¬ 
hold  the  king  which  you  have  chosen ]  the  received  text  adds  which 
you  asked,  lacking  in  (®B.  Even  without  it  the  verse  is  overfull. 
And  behold !  Yahweh  has  set  over  you  a  king ]  the  desire  has  been 
fulfilled.  —  14.  The  promise  in  case  of  obedience:  If  you  fear 
Yahweh  .  .  .  then  you  shall  live']  on  the  reading  see  the  critical 
note.  — 15.  The  alternative  threat  uses  the  same  expressions: 
hearken  to  the  voice,  rebel  against  the  mouth.  The  penalty  threat¬ 
ened  is  :  then  the  hand  of  Yahweh  will  be  against  you  and  your 
king  to  destroy  you]  the  text  of  Pf  has  and  against  your  fathers 
which  is  absurd.  — 16.  In  confirmation  of  the  prophet’s  word 
the  people  are  to  see  the  great  thing  which  Yahweh  is  about  to 
do]  namely,  send  a  thunder-storm  in  summer.  — 17.  Is  it  not 
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wheat  harvest  to-day .?]  the  wheat  is  ripe  after  the  barley,  the  first 
of  which  is  cut  at  Passover.  In  this  season  rain  rarely  falls  in 
Palestine.*  I  will  call  upon  Yahweh  and  he  will  send  thunder  and 
rain ]  lit.  voices  and  rain.  The  thunder  is  the  voice  of  Yahweh, 
Ps.  1814  29b  The  result  will  be  their  conviction  of  the  great  sin 
they  had  committed  in  asking  a  king.  — 18.  The  event  was  as 
Samuel  had  predicted.  At  his  prayer  the  voices  and  the  rain 
came  :  and  all  the  people  feared  Yahweh  and  Samuel. 

13.  DnSiV£2  omitted  in  ®B  but  represented  in  0AL  with  a  1  prefixed, 

as  is  the  case  in  many  MSS.  of  JiJ.  The  words  are  an  insertion  made  to 
counteract  the  impression  that  the  people  themselves  had  elected  the  king. 
The  shorter  text  is  noted  by  Capp.  Nolae  Criticae,  p.  436,  and  is  adopted  by 
most  recent  critics.  —  rum]  the  1  is  omitted  by  9  MSS.  (DeR.)  and  S,  but  the 
latter  is  free  in  its  treatment  of  the  conjunctions.  —  14.  The  text  of  p|  is  usu¬ 
ally  taken  as  “  a  protasis  ending  with  an  aposiopesis  ”  (Dr.  Notes )  :  If  ye  fear 
Yahweh  .  .  .  and  follow  .  .  .  after  Yahweh  your  God — the  conclusion  is 
left  to  the  thought  of  the  hearer.  But  the  protasis  is  unconscionably  long,  and 
there  is  no  such  reason  for  the  abrupt  breaking  off  as  we  readily  discover  in 
Ex.  32s2  (Moses’  impassioned  intercession).  To  begin  the  apodosis  with  anvil 
is  grammatically  the  correct  thing  to  do,  but  it  makes  an  identical  proposition  : 
if  you  fear  Yahweh  .  .  .  then  you  will  follow  Yahweh.  0L  feels  the  difficulty, 
for  it  adds  at  the  end  of  the  sentence  ical  i£e\eiraL  v/xas,  which,  however,  has 
no  other  authority.  We.  gives  omm  as  the  reading  of  certain  Hebr.  MSS.  and 
in  one  recension  of  5D  we  find  jnnni,  though  DeR.  denies  the  manuscript  au¬ 
thority  and  finds  that  of  the  version  slight.  As  a  conjecture  the  reading  rec¬ 
ommends  itself,  even  without  any  external  authority.  I  have  therefore  adopted 
it,  omitting  the  clause  dcviSn  mm  ms,  which  was  probably  added  after  the 
corruption  to  Drum  had  taken  place  (so  Kl.).  That  the  people  may  live  is 
frequently  given  as  the  end  of  obedience,  Dt.  41  Am.  514.  —  15.  Dcnctoi]  is 
evidently  unsatisfactory :  ical  iirl  rb v  ySaciAea  v/xS>v  ©B  is  what  we  require. 
But  (SL  is  probably  right  in  adding  i^oXodpevoai  v/xas  =  □tn'ONnb,  for  this  alone 
could  give  rise  to  the  corrupt  reading.  The  text  of  ©L  is  adopted  by  Kl.,  Bu. 
Tanchum  and  Ivimchi  make  ati'ratoi  mean  and  upon  your  kings,  but  this  is 
forced.  translate  :  as  it  was  upon  your  fathers,  and  are  followed  by  EV. 

—  but  this  does  violence  to  the  Hebrew.- — 16.  nnjro:)]  is  used  for  variety, 
nnyi  having  been  twice  used.  — 17.  ljni]  the  imperative  expressing  the  conse¬ 
quence  of  the  preceding  verb,  cf.  Gen.  207,  Ivonig,  Syntax,  3642. — SiNC’S] 
where  we  should  say  in  asking.  This  construction  is  not  uncommon  in 
Hebrew,  cf.  Kdnig,  Syntax,  402.V.  The  clause  which  ye  have  done  in  the  eyes 
of  Yahweh  is  lacking  in  jj.  —  18.  iNn]  is  differently  placed  in  J!J  and  0,  and 

*  Jerome,  in  his  commentary  on  Amos  47,  is  cited  by  Clericus,  but  he  says  only 
that  he  has  never  seen  rain  in  the  latter  part  of  June  or  in  July. 
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therefore  suspicious.  We  have  had  occasion  to  notice  that  such  words  are  of 
easy  insertion. 

19-25.  The  people's  confession  and  Samuel’s  concluding  ex¬ 
hortation.  —  The  people,  in  fear  of  death  because  of  this  crowning 
sin,  beseech  Samuel’s  intercession  :  Pray  for  thy  servants  to  Yah- 
weh  thy  God]  that  Samuel  stands  in  a  special  relation  to  Yahweh 
is  evident  from  the  language.  —  20.  He  encourages  them  :  Ye, 
indeed,  have  done  this  evil,  only  do  not  turn  aside  from  following 
Yahweh ]  2  Chr.  2527  34s3.  —  21.  And  do  not  turn  aside  after  the 
nothings ]  the  word  must  be  taken  collectively  on  account  of  the 
verbs  which  follow  :  Which  do  not  profit  and  do  not  deliver,  for  they 
are  nothing ]  the  language  is  that  of  Second  Isaiah.  —  22.  They 
have  reason  to  be  hopeful :  For  Yahweh  will  not  cast  away 
his  people  for  the  sake  of  his  great  name ]  for  the  verb  cf.  Jd.  613 : 
and  now  Yahweh  has  cast  us  off.  That  Yahweh  will  save  his  peo¬ 
ple  for  his  name's  sake  is  a  comparatively  late  conception,  Jos.  f 
(P) .  That  his  reputation  will  suffer  if  he  rejects  them  is  evident : 
For  Yahweh  has  undertaken  to  make  you  a  people  for  himself ]  on 
the  main  verb  cf.  Moore,  Judges,  p.  47.  —  23.  The  prophet  will  do 
his  part :  For  my  part —  far  be  it  from  me  that  I  should  sin  against 
Yahweh,  that  I  should  cease  to  pray  for  you]  to  neglect  his  media¬ 
torial  opportunity  would  be  to  sin  against  both  parties.  —  24.  The 
condition  is  that  they  should  serve  Yahweh  with  steadfastness : 
For  you  see  what  a  great  thing  he  has  wrought  in  your  presence] 
not  for  you,  as  in  EV.  The  reference  is  to  the  miracle  just  wit¬ 
nessed. —  25.  In  case  of  persistence  in  evil  they  and  their  king 
shall  be  destroyed ;  the  verb  is  used  of  being  killed  in  battle  1  S. 
2610  271  and  probably  looks  forward  to  Saul’s  death  at  Gilboa. 

19.  njn]  ical  icafclas  T}ji.Siv  <gL;  we  expect  rather  n.snn  njnn. — 20.  Sd]  is 
lacking  in  ©L. —  21.  u>]  is  entirely  meaningless  (We.,  Dr.)  and  is  not  rep¬ 
resented  in  the  versions.  A  scribe  may  have  written  nnst  under  the  influ¬ 
ence  of  the  preceding  verse  and  afterwards  tried  to  make  it  fit  here  by  chang¬ 
ing  the  first  letter  to  ’2.  —  22.  S'S'in]  juravit  3L  indicates  n*?Nn,  but  no  change 
is  necessary. —23.  vjjn  dj]  the  casus  pendens,  Dr.  Tenses 8,  §  196,  Dav.  Syn¬ 
tax,  §  106.  —  JD  1  b  nh^n]  is  a  common  construction  :  it  is  too  profane  a  thing 
for  me  to  do,  cf.  Jos.  2416.  —  -p-Q  odcn  mmni]  cf.  Ps.  25s- 12  32s  Prov.  411. 

—  ym]  should  probably  be  pointed  with  the  article  (Id.,  Bu.).  —  24.  INI'.] 
on  the  form  Stade,  Gram,  ill,  2.  —  24.  With  all  your  heart ;  (3  prefixes  and. 

—  in -1  13]  oti  ei'Sere  ©  =  amsn  ’D,  is  certainly  smoother. 
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XIII.  and  XIV.  The  revolt  against  the  Philistines  and  the 
first  successful  attack.  —  Jonathan,  Saul’s  son,  opens  the  war  for 
independence  by  slaying  the  resident  of  the  Philistines.  The 
enemy  immediately  invade  the  country  and  take  up  a  strong  posi¬ 
tion  whence  they  ravage  the  land.  Saul’s  force  melts  away  until 
he  has  only  six  hundred  men  left  and  does  not  feel  able  to  attack. 
At  this  juncture,  Jonathan  with  his  adjutant  makes  a  foolhardy 
assault  upon  a  detached  post  of  the  Philistines.  His  success 
throws  their  main  camp  into  confusion.  The  commotion  is  visible 
to  Saul  who,  without  waiting  for  the  answer  of  the  oracle  (which 
he  has  begun  to  consult),  musters  his  men  and  leads  them  against 
the  foe.  He  is  reenforced  by  deserting  Hebrews  from  the  Philis¬ 
tine  camp,  and  the  day  is  spent  in  pursuing  and  plundering. 
The  success  is  less  pronounced  than  it  might  have  been,  because 
Saul  lays  a  taboo  on  the  eating  of  food.  Thereby  the  people 
become  too  faint  for  successful  pursuit,  and,  when  the  day  ends, 
fall  upon  the  captured  cattle  in  such  haste  as  to  eat  with  the 
blood.  Saul  therefore  commands  a  large  stone  to  be  used  as 
an  altar,  and  the  animals  are  slain  at  it  without  further  ritual 
offence. 

The  sequel  is  unexpected  to  Saul,  for,  on  consulting  the  oracle 
with  reference  to  a  night  attack,  he  receives  no  reply.  He  under¬ 
stands  that  Yahweh  is  angry  because  of  the  violation  of  the  taboo. 
The  guilty  party  is  sought  by  the  sacred  lot  and  discovered  to  be 
Jonathan.  He  confesses  that  he  ate  a  little  honey  in  ignorance 
of  his  father’s  objurgation,  and  avows  his  willingness  to  die.  But 
the  people  intervene  and  redeem  him.  There  is  by  this  time  no 
thought  of  further  warfare,  and  the  campaign  terminates  without 
decisive  advantage  to  either  side. 

This  is  the  main  narrative.  It  is  interrupted  (besides  minor 
interpolations)  by  two  digressions;  one  (134"15)  gives  us  at  Gilgal 
an  interview  between  Samuel  and  Saul  in  which  the  latter  is  in¬ 
formed  of  his  rejection;  the  second  (i311V22)  describes  the  dis¬ 
armed  condition  of  Israel.  At  the  end  of  the  section  (1447"51)  we 
find  a  general  summary  of  Saul’s  activity  which  may  have  been 
added  by  a  later  hand.  Aside  from  these,  the  story  is  clear  and 
connected,  and  we  have  no  difficulty  in  identifying  it  as  a  part  of 
the  life  of  Saul  which  began  in  p’-io10. 
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There  is  substantial  unanimity  in  the  analysis,*  and  in  the  connexion  of  the 
main  stream  of  the  narrative  with  the  earlier  account  of  Saul’s  election.  The 
reason  for  regarding  the  sections  separated  above  as  of  later  date  than  the  rest 
of  the  story,  lie  on  the  surface,  but  will  be  pointed  out  in  detail  in  the  course 
of  the  exposition.  The  student  may  be  referred  to  We.,  Comp.  pp.  246-248, 
Prol 8.  pp.  266-272;  Stade,  GVI.  I.  p.  215  ff.;  Kuenen,  HCO 2.  pp.  371,  381; 
Budde,  KS.  pp.  191  f.,  204-208,  and  his  text  in  SBOT.;  Cornill,  EinP.  p. 
97  G  ZATIV .  X.  p.  96  f.;  Battel,  GII.  II.  p.  28  (the  results  in  his  translation 
in  Kautzsch,  HSAT.);  Driver,  LO T6.  p.  175;  W.  R.  Smith,  (97/C2,  p.  134. 

1.  The  verse  as  it  stands  in  is  meaningless  and  evidently 
a  late  insertion.  —  2.  There  seems  no  difficulty  in  connecting  this 
verse  directly  with  n15.  As  soon  as  Saul  was  made  king  he  re¬ 
cruited  an  army  of  three  thousand  men  :  and  two  thousand  were 
with  Saul  in  Michmash  and  in  Mount  Bethel^  we  naturally  sup¬ 
pose  each  place  garrisoned  with  a  thousand.  Michmash  still  bears 
its  ancient  name,  and  is  a  village  on  the  north  side  of  a  narrow  val¬ 
ley  south  of  which  lies  Geba.  The  location  is  given  by  Eusebius 
and  Jerome  as  nine  miles  from  Jerusalem  near  Ramah.  The  sides 
of  the  wady  on  which  it  is  located  are  still  very  steep.  Bethel,  now 
Beitin,  the  well-known  sanctuary,  was,  like  Michmash,  a  strong¬ 
hold.  Both  were  occupied  by  armies  in  the  Maccabean  wars. 
The  two  places  are  mentioned  together,  Ezr.  2  27f-  Neh.  731  n31. 
—  And  the  rest  were  with  Jo7iathan  his  son  in  Geba  of  Benjamin\ 
the  confusion  of  Gibeah  and  Geba  is  so  obvious  in  this  chapter 
that  I  have  corrected  to  the  one  form  throughout.  Geba  was  the 
village  just  across  the  pass  from  Michmash,  and  the  two  together 
must  be  held  in  order  to  command  the  pass.  For  the  location  cf. 
Is.  io20  which,  however,  makes  evident  that  in  Isaiah’s  time  Geba 
and  Gibeah  of  Saul  were  two  different  places,  for  after  Michmash 
it  mentions  in  order  Geba,  Ramah,  and  Gibeah  of  Saul.  That 
Geba  is  intended  in  our  narrative  is  evident  from  its  mention  in 
the  immediate  sequel.  After  the  choice  of  his  soldiers,  Saul  dis¬ 
missed  the  rest  of  the  people  to  their  homes.  —  3.  Jonathan  smote 
the  Resident  of  the  Philistines ]  the  verb  seems  to  imply  that  it 
was  a  person,  not  a  trophy  or  pillar,  that  was  smitten.  The  rest 
of  the  verse  :  And  the  Philistines  heard ;  and  Saul  blew  the 
trumpet  in  all  the  land,  saying:  Let  the  Plebrews  hear!~\  puts  the 

*  I  should  state  that  I  have  differed  from  the  consensus  in  regard  to  the  extent 
of  the  insertion  which  ends  at  v.15a. 
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name  Hebrews  in  Saul’s  mouth,  which  cannot  be  correct.  The 
clause  and  the  Philistines  heard  presents  a  further  difficulty  be¬ 
cause  Saul’s  blowing  of  the  trumpet  should  follow  immediately 
on  Jonathan’s  deed.  For  the  last  two  words  of  the  verse  (© 
renders  the  slaves  have  revolted  in  which  the  verb  at  least  seems 
to  be  original.  But  in  this  form,  or  in  the  form  the  Hebrews  have 
revolted ’  the  clause  must  represent  the  report  that  came  to  the 
Philistines.  We  are  tolerably  safe  in  restoring  therefore  :  and  the 
Philistines  heard  [the  report]  saying:  The  Hebrews  have  revolted~\ 
the  intermediate  clause  will  then  be  suspicious,  as  a  probably  late 
insertion.  It  is  in  fact  superfluous,  and  the  original  narrative 
probably  described  a  prompt  movement  of  the  Philistines  upon 
Michmash,  making  Saul  retreat  to  Geba,  where  we  find  him  with 
six  hundred  men  in  v.16.  This  original  datum  has  been  expanded 
into  the  exaggerated  statement  of  v.5. 

1.  The  verse  as  given  in  can  mean  only  one  thing:  Said  was  a  year  old 
when  he  began  to  reign  and  he  reigned  two  years  over  Israel  ]  this  is  palpably 
absurd.  The  earliest  endeavour  to  give  the  words  a  sense  seems  to  be  re¬ 
corded  in  VL :  Saul  was  innocent  as  a  child  a  year  old  when  he  began  to  reign. 
This  is  followed  by  Theod.,  and  the  earlier  Rabbinical  tradition,  including  the 
spurious  Jerome  in  the  Questiones.  Isaaki  thinks  it  possible  to  render  in  the 
first  year  of  Said’s  reign  ...  he  chose.  RLbG.  supposes  that  a  year  had 
passed  since  his  first  anointing.  Tanchum  however  knows  of  interpreters 
bold  enough  to  assume  that  a  number  has  dropped  out  of  the  text.  This  has 
very  slight  Greek  authority  on  its  side,  as  two  MSS.  of  HP  read  Said  was 
thirty  years  old.  The  whole  verse  is  lacking  in  the  most  important  MSS.  of 
@  (A  is  defective  here)  and  is  therefore  suspicious.  The  suspicion  is  not 
relieved  by  noticing  that  the  sentence  is  cast  in  the  form  of  the  chronological 
data  found  in  later  parts  of  the  history.  It  seems  tolerably  evident  that  a 
scribe,  wishing  to  make  his  chronology  complete,  inserted  the  verse  without  the 
numbers,  hoping  to  be  able  to  supply  these  at  a  later  date,  which  however  he 
was  unable  to  do.  This  applies  both  to  the  years  of  Saul’s  life  and  to  the  years 
of  his  reign,  for  DUS’  ’nsn  cannot  be  correct,  and  not  improbably  ’nsn  is  cor¬ 
rupt  duplication  of  the  following  word  (We.).  Extended  discussion  of  the 
verse  in  the  older  expositors,  Cornelius  3.  Lapide,  Schm.,  Pfeiffer  ( Dubia  Vex- 
ata )  have  now  only  an  antiquarian  interest.  The  whole  verse  should  be 
stricken  out.  —  2.  D’oSn]  should  be  followed  by  S”x  as  indicated  by  (gS.  On 
Michmash,  cf.  Baedeker,  Palestine  2,  p.  119,  Furrer  in  Schenkel’s  Bibel  Lexi- 
kon,  IV.  p.  216.  Mount  Bethel  occurs  only  here  according  to  Jfy.  On  the 
now  generally  accepted  identification  of  Bethel  with  Beitin  cf.  Moore,  Judges, 
p.  42.  The  importance  of  the  two  places  here  mentioned  is  noted  by 
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GASmith,  Geog ,8  pp.  250,  290.  As  Jonathan  has  not  been  mentioned  before, 
the  addition  his  son  made  by  S>  has  much  in  its  favour.  —  pDU3  nya.n]  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  place  here  intended,  we  may  note  that  Jonathan’s  deed  in  the  next 
verse  is  performed  at  Geba.  Moreover,  the  possession  of  Geba  is  important 
to  him  who  would  control  the  road  leading  up  from  the  Jordan  valley.  In 
v.16  Saul  and  Jonathan  are  occupying  Geba,  which  nevertheless  is  called 
Gibeah  of  Benjamin  in  I4lf’.  It  seems  evident  that  Geba  is  intended  through¬ 
out  this  narrative,  In  the  time  of  Isaiah  however  as  already  noted,  Gibeah 
of  Saul  was  distinguished  from  Geba. — vShnS  t2”N]  the  phrase  dates  back  to 
the  time  when  the  people  were  nomads  or  at  least  tent-dwelling  fellahin. — 
3.  -pi]  the  verb  is  used  nearly  always  of  smiting  living  beings,  once  of  strik¬ 
ing  the  rock,  Ex.  170.  But  Jonathan  would  do  more  than  strike  a  pillar,  tro¬ 
phy,  or  triumphal  monument;  he  would  overthrow  it,  for  which  some  other 
verb  would  be  used;  Am.  9’1,  which  is  cited  as  an  example  of  this  verb  used  for 
the  overthrow  of  columns,  is  obscure  and  probably  corrupt.  This  reasoning 
leads  to  the  conclusion  that  2'S‘J  is  an  officer  or  a  garrison. — □'H'C’Sd 
□n2j?n  .  .  .]  is  one  of  the  cruces  criticorum.  The  somewhat  violent  treat¬ 
ment  advocated  above  proceeds  on  the  theory  that  for  the  words  Dnuyn  17  nun : 
7]deTr\Ka<nv  ol  SovAoi  (3  we  should  restore  onuyn  1 yvo  (Bu.).  If  so  the  words 
(with  or  without  ms1?)  should  follow  immediately  on  mniyVo  (Bu.).  But  in 
that  case  the  intermediate  clause  is  suspicious.  The  full  reason  for  its  omis¬ 
sion  will  be  seen  only  after  considering  the  next  verse. 

4-15a.  That  this  paragraph  (at  least  the  main  part  of  it)  is 
from  a  different  source  is  universally  conceded.  It  is  characterized 
by  having  Gilgal  as  its  scene  instead  of  Geba.  But  Saul’s  move¬ 
ment  from  Geba  to  Gilgal  would  be,  from  the  military  point  of 
view,  an  insane  step.  The  highlands  were  Israel’s  stronghold. 
To  recover  them  when  once  abandoned  would  be  practically  im¬ 
possible.  In  v.16  we  find  Saul  and  Jonathan  still  in  Geba  with 
their  small  force.  The  journey  to  Gilgal  and  back  is  made  only 
to  accommodate  the  compiler.  The  change  of  scene  is  accom¬ 
panied  by  a  remarkable  change  of  tone  in  the  narrative.  In  the 
opening  verses  Saul  and  Jonathan  act  as  real  rulers  of  the  people. 
In  the  following  chapter  they  continue  to  act  in  the  same  way, 
with  no  apparent  consciousness  that  their  kingdom  has  been 
rejected.  In  the  intervening  paragraph  Samuel  appears  as  the 
theocratic  authority,  and  Saul  is  rebuked  for  having  acted  inde¬ 
pendently.  Even  when  he  has  waited  seven  days  in  accordance 
with  Samuel’s  injunction,  and  when  the  cause  of  Israel  is  in  jeop¬ 
ardy  because  of  the  delay,  he  is  chided  for  taking  a  single  step 
without  Samuel’s  presence  and  consent. 
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The  paragraph  has  usually  been  supposed  a  duplicate  of  ch.  15 
and  dependent  upon  that.  It  seems  to  me  more  probable  that 
this  is  the  earlier  and  therefore  the  original,  the  first  reason  being 
that  it  is  more  closely  knit  with  the  older  narrative.  Besides  the 
phenomena  of  v.4f-,  it  is  distinctly  prepared  for  in  10s.  Only  by 
supposing  this  to  be  the  earlier  narrative  can  we  account  for  Gilgal 
as  the  scene  of  15.  For  the  author  of  that  chapter  assuredly 
would  have  made  Samuel  depose  Saul  at  Mizpah,  the  sanctuary 
where  he  chose  him,  had  he  not  found  another  locality  specified 
by  history.  It  hardly  seems  likely,  moreover,  that  an  author  who 
knew  the  impressive  and  implacable  narrative  of  15  would  feel  any 
obligation  to  compose  the  one  before  us.  On  the  other  hand,  as 
we  have  seen,  the  narrative  of  which  1 5  is  a  part  was  composed 
to  replace  this  one,  and  the  author  had  every  reason  to  duplicate 
this  section  as  he  duplicated  other  scenes  of  the  older  story.  It 
would  be  desirable  to  him  also  (as  he  is  much  more  distinctly  a 
preacher  than  the  earlier  author)  to  make  clear  the  reason  of  Saul’s 
rejection,  which  is,  to  say  the  least,  only  obscurely  set  before  us 
in  the  present  narrative. 

If  it  be  taken  as  proved  that  we  have  here  a  separate  document, 
the  question  arises :  Exactly  where  does  it  begin  ?  Its  lower 
limit  is  evidently  15a.  But  the  upper  limit  is  not  so  plain.  It  is 
generally  assumed  to  be  7b  as  we  find  in  Budde’s  text.  To  this 
there  seem  grave  objections.  In  the  first  place  the  gathering  of 
the  people  is  already  said  to  be  at  Gilgal  in  v.4.  This,  to  be  sure, 
may  be  corrected  to  Geba,  or  omitted.  But  Gilgal,  as  a  place  of 
mustering  the  whole  people,  seems  too  natural  so  to  be  set  aside. 
Again  we  have  the  enormous  numbers  of  the  Philistines  in  v.5, 
which  clearly  do  not  comport  with  the  main  narrative  —  in  which 
Saul  operates  with  only  six  hundred  men,  and  puts  the  enemy  to 
flight.  In  fact  the  author,  having  gathered  all  Israel,  is  obliged 
to  make  them  disperse  to  the  caves  and  dens  and  carry  with  them 
a  large  part  of  Saul’s  standing  army.  That  this  could  be  sup¬ 
posed  possible  before  a  single  skirmish  had  taken  place  does  not 
seem  credible  in  the  author  who  exalts  the  valour  of  Jonathan. 
To  this  we  may  add  that  the  Gilgal  of  v.4  is  confirmed  by  the 
opening  words  of  7b  which  do  not  say  that  Saul  came  down  to 
Gilgal,  but  that  he  was  still  there.  For  these  reasons  I  suppose 
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that  the  original  narrative  told  :  that  Jonathan  smote  the  resident 
of  the  Philistines  and  that  the  Philistines  heard  of  the  Hebrew 
revolt  (3)  ;  that  the  Philistines  came  up  in  force  (5a)  ;  and  then 
that  Saul  mustered  the  force  at  his  command  and  found  it  to  be 
six  hundred  men  (15b) .  The  promptness  with  which  the  Philis¬ 
tines  acted  was  such  that  there  was  no  time  to  call  out  the  militia. 

4-7.  The  situation  of  the  people.  —  Probably  the  clause  we 
have  cast  out  of  v.3  may  be  prefixed  here  :  Saul  blew  the  trumpet 
in  all  the  land  (4)  and  all  Israel  heard  saying:  Saul  has  smitten 
the  Resident  of  the  Philistines ]  it  is  probably  not  hypercritical  to 
see  in  the  change  from  Jonathan  to  Saul  an  evidence  of  change 
of  author.  —  And  also  Israel  has  made  itself  of  ill  odour  with  the 
Philistines ]  cf.  Gen.  3430  Ex.  521  2  S.  io6  1621.  That  Gilgal  is  the 
place  of  muster  to  this  author  has  already  been  noticed,  and  cor¬ 
rection  or  excision  of  the  word  is  unnecessary.  —  5.  The  force  of 
the  Philistines  is  given  as  thirty  thousand  chariots  for  which  (§L 
have  three  thousand.  This  is  favoured  by  Bochart  and  others, 
but  is  still  absurdly  large.  Egypt  only  mustered  six  hundred 
chariots.  Ex.  147,  and  other  notices  show  that  this  was  the  scale 
for  large  armies.  But  our  author  is  prodigal  of  numbers.  Syrian 
experience  later  showed  that  chariots  could  not  be  used  in  the 
hill  country  of  Palestine. — And  people^  that  is  foot  soldiers,  like 
the  sand  which  is  on  the  shore  of  the  sea  for  multitude ]  cf.  Jd.  712 
2  S.  1 711.  The  Arab’s  hyperbole  is  similar  :  ‘  like  the  sand  of  the 
desert.’ —  They  came  up  and  camped  in  Michmash,  east  of  Beth 
Aven\  Michmash  lies  about  southeast  from  Bethel,  which  by  a 
stretch  of  the  imagination  might  be  described  as  it  is  described  in 
the  text.  Beth  Aven  seems  to  be  a  scribe’s  distortion  of  Bethel. 
In  any  case,  the  author  who  had  just  spoken  of  Michmash  and 
Bethel  together  (v.2)  would  hardly  have  felt  it  necessary  to  be  so 
explicit  here.  —  6.  And  the  men  of  Israel  saw  that  they  were  in 
a  strait  for  they  were  hard  pressed ]  the  diffusiveness  shows  the 
writer’s  difficulty  in  accounting  for  the  unaccountable  dispersion 
of  the  people.  —  And  the  people  hid  themselves  in  caves  and  in 
holes  a?id  in  rocks  and  in  tombs  and  in  pits ]  the  list  is  an  amplifi¬ 
cation  of  what  we  find  in  1411,  where  however  the  sarcastic  remark 
of  the  Philistines  does  not  imply  that  this  elaborate  statement  has 
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preceded.  —  7.  And  much  people ]  the  reading  is  conjectural  — 
crossed  the  Jordan  to  the  land  of  Gad  and  Gilead ]  well-known 
districts  in  the  possession  of  Israel.  —  But  Saul  was  yet  in  Gilgal 
.  .  .]  the  latter  part  of  the  verse  cannot  now  be  restored  with  any 
certainty. 

4.  ljaiy]  is  lacking  in  which  joins  to  the  preceding  verse. — 

it’fO}]  to  give  intense  provocation,  2  S.  IO6  l621.  — lpjx'i]  tea \  avifi-qaav  (5 13  is 
apparently  inner  Greek  corruption  of  avefiinaav  which  is  found  in  several 
MSS.  (HP).  —  SjSjh]  supported  by  the  versions,  is  exscinded  by  Bu.,  changed 
into  nnja.in  by  Co.  ( ZKW '.  1885,  p.  123).  —  5.  Bochart’s  reduction  of  the 
chariots  to  three  thousand,  in  which  he  includes  the  baggage  wagons  fliero- 
zoicon,  Pars.  I.  Lib.  II.  Cap.  IX.),  though  only  a  halfway  measure,  is  adopted 
by  We.,  Dr.,  al.  —  px  n’D]  ®  has  Beth  Horon,  S  has  Bethel.  Nearly  all  the 
passages  in  which  the  name  occurs  have  a  suspicious  text.  Certainly  the 
author  who  just  wrote  Sntpd  would  have  no  motive  to  use  a  different  form 
here;  for  Beth  Aven  is  another  name  for  Bethel.  —  6.  ini]  Bu.  corrects  to 
nxn  on  the  ground  of  (§,  which,  however,  can  hardly  be  taken  so  literally  in  a 
case  like  this.  —  Ojn  uuj  ’2]  omit  Djn  with  We.,  al. ;  @B  has  oti  ot  eviis  avreji 
jut)  irpoadyeiv  avrov.  It  is  possible  that  the  text  is  corrupt,  though  what 
Hebrew  original  is  implied  by  <3B  is  hard  to  discover.  The  verb  cm  is  used 
of  an  overseer’s  driving  his  slaves.  —  Dvrirm]  is  doubtless  a  corruption  of 
onmi  as  first  suggested  by  Ew.  —  D'n'ix]  the  word  is  used  (as  pointed  out  by 
Dr.)  in  the  inscriptions  of  Medain  Salih,  for  sepulchres  hewn  in  the  rock.  — 
7.  112J  D'12^1]  ndl  ol  Sia^alvovres  Sie^Tji Tav  I  am  not  certain  that  the 
suggested  reading  'j  on?;;]  is  not  correct.  But  as  the  participle  in  such  cases 
usually  follows  the  verb,  I  have  followed  Bu.  in  adopting  Kl.’s  conjecture, 
roj  21  d?i.  We.  proposed  nncjn  n2ji  which  was  syntactically  improved  by 
Dr.  into  nneya  najm.  The  final  clause  of  the  verse  cannot  be  correct.  Nor 
does  We.’s  emendation  of  vnnx  to  mns'n  on  the  basis  of  (§L  meet  the  diffi¬ 
culty.  The  flight  of  the  people  has  already  been  described;  what  we  now 
want  to  know  is  who  remained.  Ivl.  conjectures  mn.s  tpnn  Djn  which  is 
favoured  by  3L.  I  should  prefer  mnx  -run  ojn  but  do  not  feel  certain  that 
either  is  correct. 

8— 15a.  Saul’s  rejection.  —  He  waited  in  Gilgal  seven  days  for 
the  appointed  time  which  Samuel  had  set~\  the  reference  is  to  io8 
where,  as  we  have  already  seen,  Samuel  directs  him  to  go  down 
to  Gilgal  and  wait  seven  days  for  his  coming.  When  Samuel  did 
not  appear  the  people  scattered  away  from  him ]  as  we  should 
expect,  especially  in  a  levy  of  undisciplined  troops  without  com¬ 
missary. —  9.  Saul  orders  the  offering  to  be  brought  and  himself 
offered  the  burnt  offering ]  war  was  initiated  with  religious  cere- 
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monies,  as  is  indicated  by  the  phrase  consecrate  war  Jer.  64,  al. _ 

10.  As  Saul  finished  the  ceremony  Samuel  came  and  Saul  went 
out  to  greet  hint]  with  the  customary :  Blessed  be  thou  !  is  inti¬ 
mated  by  the  word  used,  cf.  2  K.  429.  — 11.  To  Samuel’s  question  : 
IVhat  hast  thou  done  ?  he  replies  :  I  saw  that  the  people  were 
scattering  away  from  me,  and  thou  didst  not  come  at  the  appointed 
term  and  the  Philistines  were  gathering  at  Michmash]  everything 
seemed  to  call  for  prompt  action;  “non  solum  se  excusat  sed 
omnes,  quotquot  potest,  accusat.”  *  — 12.  And  I  said]  he  means 
he  said  to  himself :  Now  will  the  Philistines  come  down  to  me  to 
Gilgal  and  the  face  of  Yahweh  I  have  not  appeased]  by  a  gift,  Ps. 
4513  i  tlle  phrase  is  also  used  of  approaching  Yahweh  with  entreaty, 
Ex.  32n  1  K.  136.  —  And  I  constrained  myself]  elsewhere  in  the 
sense  of  restraining  one’s  emotions,  Gen.  4331  451  Is.  4214.  The 
intimation  is  that  he  would  have  waited  still  longer,  but  the  circum¬ 
stances  forced  his  hand.  — 13.  The  reply  of  Samuel :  Thou  hast 
acted  foolishly  /  If  thou  hadst  kept  the  commandment  of  Yahweh 
thy  God  which  he  commanded  thee,  then  would  Yahweh  have  estab¬ 
lished  thy  kingdom  over  Israel  forever]  for  changes  in  the  pointing 
of  fE  see  the  critical  note.  — 14.  But  now]  adversatively  as  in 
230  cf.  2421,  thy  kingdom  shall  not  stand.  That  the  language  and 
behaviour  of  Samuel  are  less  stern  and  damnatory  here  than  in  15 
will  be  generally  conceded ;  the  fact  makes  for  the  priority  of  this 
account.  —  Yahweh  has  sought  out  a  man  according  to  his  heart] 
the  divine  purpose  is  already  a  fixed  fact.  —  And  Yahweh  has  set 
him  as  Leader  over  his  people]  still  the  consecutive  tense,  in  view 
of  the  divine  purpose.  —  15a.  The  verse  as  it  stands  in  tells  us 
of  Samuel’s  going  up  to  Geba.  But  as  we  hear  nothing  more  of 
him  there,  this  is  evidently  a  mistake.  A  clause  has  fallen  out  by 
homeoteleuton  which  is  preserved  in  (®  and  which  should  be 
restored  as  follows  :  And  Samuel  arose  and  went  up  from  Gilgal 
and  went  his  way,  and  the  rest  of  the  people  went  after  Saul  to 
meet  the  men  of  war  and  came  from  Gilgal  to  Geba  of  Benjamin] 
the  eye  of  the  scribe  fell  upon  the  second  Gilgal  instead  of  the 
first. 

What  was  Saul’s  sin  in  this  matter  is  nowhere  expressly  set  down, 
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*  Mendoza,  cited  in  Poole’s  Synopsis. 
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and  it  is  difficult  to  discover  anything  in  the  text  at  which  Samuel 
could  justly  take  offence.  The  original  command  was  to  wait 
seven  days,  and  this  Saul  did.  In  the  circumstances  he  might 
well  plead  that  he  had  been  too  scrupulous.  It  would  not  be  im¬ 
pertinent  to  ask  why  Samuel  had  waited  so  long  before  appearing. 
No  reason  is  given  for  his  delay,  and  in  the  mind  of  the  narrator 
there  seems  to  have  been  no  reason  except  that  Samuel  wished  to 
put  Saul  to  the  test.  It  cannot  be  said  that  Saul  usurped  priestly 
prerogatives  in  offering  with  his  own  hand.  The  narrator  would 
certainly  have  let  us  know  this  had  it  been  his  conception.  What¬ 
ever  may  have  been  the  priestly  rights  at  this  time,  we  may  well 
suppose  that  the  author  thought  of  Saul  as  no  more  intruding 
upon  them  than  did  David  and  Solomon  when  they  sacrificed. 
The  language  of  Samuel’s  rebuke  speaks  of  disobedience  to  a 
command  of  Yahweh,  which  however  can  only  be  the  command  of 
io8  which  Saul  literally  obeyed.  The  only  conclusion  to  which  we 
can  come  is  that  the  author  glorifies  the  sovereign  will  of  Yahweh 
who  rejects  and  chooses  according  to  his  own  good  pleasure. 
Samuel  is  the  embodiment  of  this  sovereign  will.  The  straits  of 
the  commentators  are  evident.  Keil  interprets  Samuel’s  language 
not  as  a  rejection  of  Saul,  but  as  an  announcement  of  the  brevity 
of  his  reign.  But  this  is  contrary  to  the  sense.  Ewald  says  : 
“The  ruler  who  prematurely  and  out  of  mere  impatience  lays  his 
hand  on  that  from  which  he  should  have  refrained,  trifles  away  his 
real  power  and  his  best  success.”  *  But  the  condemnation  of  Saul 
as  acting  ‘  prematurely  ’  and  ‘  out  of  mere  impatience  ’  is  not  war¬ 
ranted  by  anything  in  the  text.  Clericus  also  is  obliged  to  read 
something  into  the  text :  “  Forte  citius  aequo  Sacra  facturus, 
contemptim  de  Samuele  aut  cogitavit  aut  etiam  loquutus  est.” 
Thenius  also  frames  hypotheses  for  which  there  is  no  warrant  in 
the  narrative. 

8.  Sn"i]  is  intended  to  be  Piel,  a  not  uncommon  form,  Stade,  Gram. 
p.  278.  It  seems  unnecessary  to  change  to  bmu  QrL  nyia  is  an  appointed 
time  or  place,  cf.  an  njnaS  2015.  —  Snicu’  nans']  is  impossible;  we  must  either 
strike  out  nans  with  or  insert  a  word;  nax  is  inserted  by  Th.,  We.,  Bu.  on 
the  ground  of  a  2’  is  preferred  by  Kl.,  Dr.,  and  might  easily  have  been 

lost  before  Skim'.  6  Ilebr.  MSS.  insert  ncx;  5  insert  C2’  (DeR.),  cf.  Ex.  gr>. 


*  Ew.,  GE/3.  III.  p.  46,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  32. 
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— ■yon]  cf.  2  S.  2022. — 9.  nbjim]  out  of  the  several  animals  that  were  offered, 
the  'ola  was  the  one  specially  set  apart  for  Yahweh.  — 10.  rum  .  .  .  mbja] 
marks  the  appearance  of  Samuel  just  as  the  burnt  offering  was  completed.  — 

II.  '2]  is  probably  to  be  taken  as  ’2  recitaiivum  (Dr.),  but  it  may  also  an¬ 
swer  Samuel’s  unspoken  question  as  to  why  Saul  had  acted  as  he  had.  —  i'bj]  is 
probably  to  be  pointed  so  (Bu.),  cf.  v.8,  from  which  we  see  that  the  verb  is 
yi3.  — 12.  ’mbri  xb  mm  uci]  the  sentence  is  generally  used  of  conciliating 
God.  — 13.  i<b]  is  the  pointing  of  the  received  text,  but  we  should  quite  cer¬ 
tainly  read  that  is  Nib,  proposed  by  Hitzig  (as  stated  by  We.  who,  how¬ 
ever,  gives  no  reference,  apparently  depending  upon  Th.,  who  gives  Zeller, 
Theol.  Jahrb.  1843,  H-  278  ff.).  The  particle  -lb  in  a  hypothesis  contrary  to 
reality,  is  followed  in  the  apodosis  by  nnj?  as  here,  in  Num.  2229  1  S.  1430 
Job  62.  Dr.  inclines  to  retain  the  pointing  of  J5[,  cf.  also  Dav.,  Syntax,  §  131, 
R.  2.  —  nny]  has  lost  its  temporal  force  and  become  logical  (Dav.).  For  :  the 
commandment  of  Yahweh  thy  God  which  he  commanded  thee,  we  find  in  ©  my 
commandment  which  Yahweh  commanded  thee.  — 14.  C’p2]  on  the  use  of  this 
tense,  Dr.,  Tensesz,  §§  13,  14,  Dav.,  Syntax,  §  41.  —  lb]  the  dative  of  advan¬ 
tage,  Dav.,  Syntax,  §  101,  R.  1  b.  —  laaba]  the  only  exact  parallel  seems  to  be 
Jer.  315,  but  cf.  2  S.  721.  —  mnb  imsm]  2530  2  S.  621,  the  verb  is  used  of  ap¬ 
pointing  the  Judges  2  S.  711,  cf.  Num.  2719.  — 15.  The  plus  of  ©  is  already 
noted  by  Mendoza  (in  Poole’s  Synopsis').  —  bjbjrrp]  according  to  ©l  (from 
which  the  words  passed  into  the  current  recension  of  3L)  we  should  add : 
bjbjn  p  lxmi  ncnbcn  oy  nN-\pb  biNc  nnx  riby  oyn  nmi  iamb  qb'i.  The  cor¬ 
rection  is  adopted  by  all  recent  scholars  (except  Keil).  Probably  bjJ'i  of  JlJ  is 
not  original  (not  represented  in  ©)  and  was  inserted  after  the  loss  of  this 
sentence.  In  addition  to  the  commentaries  on  this  passage,  the  reader  may  be 
referred  to  Graetz,  Gesch.  d.  Juden,  I.  p.  175,  and  Ew.,  GVIS.  p.  45)  E.  Tr. 

III.  p.  32. 

15b.  The  half  verse  tebs  us  that  Saul  numbered  the  people  that 
were  with  him,  about  six  hundred  men.  As  we  find  the  same 
number  given  in  142,  it  is  possible  that  it  is  an  insertion  here. 
We  are  even  tempted  to  suppose  the  whole  sentence  an  effort  of 
the  redactor  to  fit  together  the  two  discordant  sections  of  his 
narrative. 

16-18.  The  Philistine  raid. — The  first  verse  describes  the 
condition  of  things  which  followed  Jonathan’s  first  stroke.  The 
Philistines  were  in  virtual  possession  of  the  country.  The  Hebrews 
only  maintained  themselves  in  one  post :  Saul  and  Jonathan  lus 
son,  and  the  people  that  were  with  them,  were  abiding  in  Geba  of 
Benjamiii\  the  addition  made  by  ©  seems  uncalled  for.  — 17.  The 
Philistine  policy  is  to  reduce  the  people  to  submission  by  devas- 
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tating  the  country  far  and  wide.  The  plunderers  were  in  three 
divisions :  One  division  turned  to  the  Ophrah  road~\  apparently 
the  Ophrah  mentioned  among  the  towns  of  Benjamin,  Jos.  1823. 
It  was  identified  by  Robinson  *  with  Taiyibeh ,  five  miles  northeast 
of  Bethel.  The  location  would  suit  the  present  narrative.  The 
land  of  Shual  seems  to  be  nowhere  else  mentioned.  —  18.  The 
second  band  turned  west  from  Michmash  towards  Beth  Horon, 
a  well-known  town  west  of  Michmash.  As  the  Philistine  force 
came  from  the  west,  there  seems  no  reason  why  they  should  send 
foragers  out  in  that  direction.  But  perhaps  the  author  thinks  of 
them  as  having  come  up  by  a  more  northerly  road.  The  third 
band  went  eastward :  towards  the  hill  which  overhangs  the  valley 
of  Zeboini\  the  description  points  to  one  of  the  heights  which 
overlook  the  Ghor.  The  author  thinks  of  a  Philistine  force  settled 
at  Michmash  which  employed  itself  in  punishing  the  country,  not 
looking  for  serious  opposition.  The  valley  of  Zeboim  is  of  course 
one  of  the  wadys  of  which  the  region  is  full.  A  place,  Zeboim  in 
Benjamin,  is  mentioned  after  the  exile,  Neh.  ii34.  Verse13  is 
continued  directly  by  v.23;  what  is  between  is  a  later  insertion. 

16.  After  pn\)3,  (5B  adds  k<x\  eic\cuov,  which  is  adopted  by  Graetz  (  GescJi. 
I.  p.  175)  and  Kl.  But  it  is  hardly  likely  that  the  little  band  of  soldiers 
would  so  give  way  to  grief  before  they  had  tried  conclusions  with  the  enemy. 
— 17.  mni’Dn]  the  verb  is  used  of  laying  a  land  waste,  as  the  Bedawin  do  by 
pasturing  cattle  on  the  growing  crops,  Jd.  64,  or,  more  seriously,  by  cutting 
down  the  fruit  trees,  a  custom  forbidden  in  Dt.  2012f-  as  it  is  by  Arabic  common 
sense.  —  onrsn  na>W]  accusative  of  condition,  Dr.,  Notes,  Dav.,  Syntax,  §  70, 
R.  I.  —  inN]  where  we  should  expect  nriNn.  A  similar  instance  is  found  in 
I2,  cf.  Konig,  Syntax,  §  334  s.  —  rujr]  the  tense  shows  repeated  action.  The 
land  of  Shual  is  combined  by  Th.,  Erdm.,  with  the  land  of  Shaalim  of.  Rob¬ 
inson’s  identification  of  Ophrah  is  accepted  by  GASmith,  Geog.  p.  291,  Note  1, 
but  rejected  by  Dillmann  (A Tum.  Lev.  Jos.  p.  551  f.)  on  the  ground  that  it  is  too 
far  north  for  a  Benjamite  town.  But  it  is  not  unlikely  that  the  author  in  Jos. 
(P)  made  it  a  Benjamite  town  because  he  found  it  in  this  Benjamite  history; 
cf.  also  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  177. —  18.  Sia.in]  ra/3ee  ©  points  to  njntn,  and,  as  We. 
remarks,  it  is  only  a  hill  that  can  be  said  to  overhang  a  valley.  —  D'jaxn  'j] 
Hyena  Gorge  is  still  the  name  (  IVady  abu  Dubai')  of  a  valley  north  of  Wady 
Kelt  according  to  Ges.,  IVD12.,  but  Buhl  {Geog.  p.  9S)  makes  it  one  of  the  side 
valleys  of  the  latter,  or  even  the  IVady  Kelt  itself.  —  manan]  is  omitted  by  (5 
and  looks  like  an  explanatory  insertion. 


*  BK.  I.  p.  447. 
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19-22.  The  lack  of  arms  in  Israel.  —  The  paragraph  intends 
to  represent  Israel  as  having  been  disarmed  by  the  Philistines,  but 
its  wording  is  obscure  owing  to  corruption  of  the  text.  The 
disarmament  is  nowhere  indicated  in  the  rest  of  the  narrative, 
and  as  the  four  verses  can  be  cut  out  without  injuring  the  con¬ 
nexion,  we  are  safe  in  assuming  that  they  are  an  interpolation. 
Schmid,  who  feels  the  inconsistency  of  this  with  the  rest  of 
the  narrative,  supposes  the  disarmament  confined  to  Gibeah  and 
its  vicinity. 

19.  There  was  no  smith  in  all  the  land  of  Israel ;  for  the  Phil- 
is tines  said :  Lest  the  Hebrews  make  sword  or  spear]  the  motive 
is  expressed  in  the  words  of  the  actors,  as  in  Gen.  3221  424  2  S.  163 
1818.  —  20.  The  result  was  that  all  Israel  was  compelled  to  go  to 
the  land  of  the  Philistines :  that  every  man  might  sharpen  his 
■ploughshare  and  his  coulter  and  his  axe  and  his  pickaxe]  work 
necessary  to  the  peasant.  Most  recent  scholars  give  the  oxgoad 
as  the  fourth  instrument.  But  however  formidable  the  spike  in 
the  end  of  the  oriental  oxgoad  may  be,  it  can  scarcely  be  sup¬ 
posed  that  it  must  be  taken  to  the  smith  to  be  sharpened.  The 
author  of  the  verse  meant  to  name  those  tools  which  need  to  be 
set  and  tempered  by  the  smith.  —  21.  The  verse  is  admitted  to 
be  hopelessly  corrupt  by  Th.,  We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  Ki.  What  we  expect 
is  either  a  further  account  of  the  oppressive  regulations,  or  else 
a  consequence  such  as  is  drawn  in  v.22.  The  former  is  in  the 
mind  of  the  Greek  translators  when  they  say  (as  it  would  seem) 
that  the  price  of  the  smith’s  work  on  each  tool  was  three  shekels. 
The  latter  is  the  conjecture  of  Jerome  who  speaks  of  the  bluntness 
which  affected  all  the  tools  of  the  farmer  on  account  of  the  diffi¬ 
culty  of  getting  them  sharpened.  A  third  conjecture  is  found  in 
01  and  has  passed  over  into  the  English  version  in  the  form  :  yet 
they  had  a  file  for  the  mattocks.  But  this  is  as  impossible  to  get 
out  of  the  text  as  either  of  the  others.  —  22.  The  results  of  the 
Philistine  policy :  So  it  came  to  pass  in  the  day  of  the  battle  of 
Michmash,  that  none  of  the  people  with  Saul  and  Jonathan  had 
either  sword  or  spear  —  but  Saul  and  Jonathan  had  them]  the 
original  narrative  seems  to  know  nothing  of  this  when  it  gives  Saul 
a  standing  army  of  three  thousand  men. 
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23.  The  verse  takes  up  the  account  of  the  Philistine  position. 
In  v.17f  the  plunderers  are  described.  Here  we  are  told  that-  the 
garrison,  or  the  permanent  guard  left  in  the  camp,  pushed  for¬ 
ward  to  the  edge  of  the  pass  of  Michmash. 

19-22.  The  secondary  nature  of  the  paragraph  is  recognized  by  We.,  Comp . 
p.  248,  Bu.,  RS.  p.  205  (he  includes  v.28),  Co.,  Einl 8.  p.  97,  and  Ki.  in 
Kautzsch,  HSAT.  —  19.  enn]  is  used  of  a  worker  in  wood,  stone,  or  metal; 
reKTtvv  cnS-fipou  ©  may  point  to  Spa  enn  (cf.  Is.  4412),  or  it  may  be  simply  an 
attempt  to  render  the  word  as  the  context  requires.  —  ion]  is  changed  to  nBN 
by  the  Qre  unnecessarily.  —  20.  the  conjecture  of  Dr.  Weir  (given 

by  Dr.)  that  we  should  read  tunica  rmx  is  confirmed  by  ©<E.  —  C’toSS]  to  beat 
out,  as  the  blacksmith  does  in  reforging  worn  tools.  Of  the  four  implements 
here  mentioned,  the  first  and  third  seem  to  be  tolerably  certain,  though  tradi¬ 
tion,  as  represented  by  the  versions,  is  not  uniform,  nenna  is  most  natu¬ 
rally  the  ploughshare,  though  ©AB  has  the  sickle,  with  which  £  agrees,  while 
®  renders  oxgoad.  —  mx]  should  be  pointed  inx  according  to  the  form  in 
Is.  24  (Mic.  48)  Joel  410.  Beyond  the  fact  that  it  is  a  tool  of  some  kind,  we 
cannot  go  with  certainty.  ©  gives  cncevos  simply;  Symmachus  translates 
aKaipiov,  which  is  the  mattock  (Procop.  Gaz.  Corn,  in  loco).  The  passages  in 
Isaiah  and  Joel  speak  of  beating  the  nx  into  a  sword,  or  vice  versa.  This 
would  fit  the  coulter,  a  knife  fastened  to  the  plough-beam  to  cut  the  sod  before 
the  ploughshare  turns  it.  But  we  do  not  know  whether  the  Hebrew  plough 
had  such  an  appendage.  renders  ploughshare,  and  ®  the  pin  of  the  yoke. — 
amp  is  quite  certainly  the  axe,  Jd.  948.  The  fourth  tool  differs  (in  the  received 
text)  from  the  first  by  the  pointing  only.  This  identity  is  suspicious,  and  we 
probably  have  the  mistake  of  a  scribe  to  deal  with.  But  what  we  should 
restore  is  doubtful.  We.  and  others  propose  warn,  influenced  by  the  occur¬ 
rence  of  this  word  in  v.21  and  the  rendering  dpeiravov  ©,  which  word  occurs 
also  in  v.21  ©,  though  jam  is  nowhere  else  so  rendered.  But  in  the  confusion 
of  the  text  of  v.21,  it  is  difficult  to  allow  much  weight  to  the  argument;  for 
until  we  know  what  that  verse  means,  we  cannot  be  sure  that  it  gives  the  same 
list  of  tools  with  this.  The  versions  give  the  further  choice  of  the  mattock 
(Sym.),  the  spade  %>,  the  adze  rpioSovs  (Aq.),  sarculum  1L,  and  the  axe 
(Ar.).  To  such  variety  it  may  be  impertinent  to  add  the  conjecture  of  Ew. 
( GVI 3.  III.  p.  47,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  33),  who  reads  rxnn,  though  his  translation, 
the  threshing  sledge,  will  hardly  do.  According  to  Hoffmann  (ZA  T IV.  II. 
p.  66),  ynn  is  the  stonemason’s  pick,  from  which  we  may  conjecture  that  the 
pickaxe  would  be  called  by  the  same  name.  This  is  an  indispensable  tool  to 
the  peasant  in  a  rocky  country  like  Palestine,  and  could  scarcely  be  kept  in 
shape  without  the  services  of  a  blacksmith.  I  have  therefore  ventured  to 
insert  it  in  my  translation  of  the  verse.  —  21.  The  difficulties  of  the  verse 
seem  to  be  insurmountable.  —  n'fi  m'sen  nmm]  is  ungrammatical,  and  unintel¬ 
ligible  even  if  we  try  to  correct  the  grammar.  —  jitt^p  tt’StrSi]  is  without  analogy 
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in  Biblical  Hebrew  (on  both  phrases,  cf.  Dr.,  Notes).  —  i'xnhi]  coordinated 
as  it  is  (or  seems  to  be)  with  names  of  tools,  makes  no  sense.  For  the  open¬ 
ing  clause  we  find  k<x l  ?iv  6  rpuyriTbs  eroipos  tou  Oeplfeiv  (5  =  pm  1’i'prt  inn 
ns-pS  which  is  not  very  remote  from  pj.  But  this  promising  beginning  is  left 
incomplete.  If  we  were  told  that  when  the  harvest  was  ready  to  reap  the  Phil¬ 
istines  came  up  and  plundered  it,  or  that  the  war  broke  out,  we  could  fit  the 
statement  into  this  context.  But  what  @  actually  adds  is  :  to  5e  a/cebij  i\v  t pels 
cr'ucAoi  els  rbv  odorra,  which  is  supposed  to  mean  that  the  tariff  fixed  for  the 
tools  was  three  shekels  apiece,  though  it  takes  violent  treatment  to  get  this 
meaning  from  the  words.  The  final  clause  in  (£5  moreover,  which  affirms  that 
the  same  arrangement  held  for  the  axe  and  the  sickle,  is  superfluous.  Th., 
reading  D’on  -pxsn,  translates  and  the  sharpening  of  the  edges  (for  the  plough¬ 
shares  and  the  spades)  was  three  shekels  apiece.  But  the  meaning  proposed 
for  mSfin  and  for  D'Dn  is  without  authority,  and  the  meaning  apiece  for 
is  also  unparalleled.  Retusae  itaque  erant  acies  vomerum  IL  is  an  attempt 
to  make  sense  out  of  the  text  of  pj,  but  is  contrary  to  grammar,  and  pro¬ 
vides  no  suitable  preface  to  the  final  clause  usque  ad  stimulum  corrigendum. 
Another  attempt  is  made  by  which  apparently  supposes  nms'sn  to  mean 
a  file,  for  it  translates :  and  they  had  a  file  to  sharpen  the  dulness  of  the 
iron  tools.  S)  also  has  the  file  (if,  indeed,  snci  iO'me’  be  the  file),  though 
it  understands  that  the  Hebrews  in  their  necessity  used  their  large  files  for 
ploughshares  (?)  and  for  other  tools.  This  is  more  fully  developed  by  Ar., 
which  says  in  so  many  words :  they  fashioned  the  broad  file  into  a  pruning- 
hook,  and  took  pegs  from  the  harrows  for  picks.  These  differences  of  interpre¬ 
tation  show  the  impossibility  of  making  sense  of  the  text  as  it  stands,  or  even 
of  finding  a  plausible  emendation.  The  final  clause  pnn  msnbi  seems  to 
connect  most  naturally  with  w&h  of  the  preceding  verse.  But  the  sentence 
is  long  and  awkward  unless  we  assume  with  Toy  (in  Erdm.)  that  the  verse  is 
mainly  an  erroneous  duplication  of  the  preceding.  For  this  hypothesis  there 
is  some  colour  in  the  repetition  of  several  of  the  same  words.  But  when 
written  in  parallel  lines,  the  correspondence  is  not  very  striking.  —  pnn]  for 
the  pointing,  cf.  Stade,  Gram.  52  a.  —  22.  mm]  should  probably  be  made 
imi.  After  ncnSn  (on  the  face  of  it  a  construct  form)  we  should  probably 
insert  U’D2D  with  <5  (Ew.).  Toy  proposes  to  read  t2DDD  instead  of  potSd  :  in 
the  day  of  Michmash  would  naturally  mean  in  the  day  of  the  battle  of  Mish¬ 
mash.  —  23.  21*0  means  in  14  the  soldiers  who  were  in  occupation  of  the  camp, 
in  distinction  from  those  who  went  out  on  the  various  expeditions.  Here 
however  it  may  mean  the  outpost  which  was  thrown  forward  to  protect  the 
main  camp  from  surprise.  —  isyn]  it  is  unnecessary  to  change  the  pointing  to 
-nvn  with  Ewald.  What  is  meant  is  the  pass  from  the  highlands  to  the  Jordan 
valley,  which  ran  down  the  wady.  The  village  of  Michmash  lay  a  little  back 
from  the  ravine;  the  Philistine  outpost  was  stationed  on  its  very  edge. 

XIV.  1.  Jonathan  proposes  an  attack.  — The  main  stream  of 
the  narrative  here  recurs,  and  tells  of  Jonathan’s  proposal  to  his 
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adjutant.  A  digression  is  made  to  describe  the  scene  more  exactly. 
— It  came  to  pass  on  that  day\  that  is,  the  particular  day  of  which 
we  are  to  speak,  as  in  i4 — that  Jonathan  ben  Saul  said  to  his 
armour-bearer ]  it  is  proper  that  Jonathan  should  be  given  his  full 
name  at  the  beginning  of  so  important  a  paragraph.  The  name 
does  not  imply  that  he  has  not  been  mentioned  before,  cf.  231B. 
The  armour-bearer  was  the  man  chosen  by  a  leader  or  prominent 
officer  to  be  his  trusty  attendant,  aid,  adjutant,  armiger,  or  squire. 
Jonathan  proposes  a  surprise  of  the  enemy’s  post,  but  does  not 
let  his  father  know,  doubtless  fearing  to  be  forbidden  the  fool¬ 
hardy  attempt. —  2.  The  situation  is  described:  first,  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  Saul,  who  was  sitting  in  the  uttermost  part  of  Gebd\  so 
we  must  read,  to  be  consistent,  under  the  pomegranate  tree  which 
is  in  the  ihreshing-floor\  for  the  reading,  see  the  critical  note. 
The  force  with  him  was  the  six  hundred  men  already  mentioned. 
—  3.  An  important  member  of  the  camp  is  the  priest  who  has 
charge  of  the  sacred  lot.  He  is  mentioned  here  in  order  to 
prepare  us  for  the  part  he  is  afterwards  to  take.  —  Ahijah  beii 
Ahitub,  brother  of  Ichabod ]  the  mention  of  Ichabod  is  possibly 
the  work  of  the  redactor.  Ahimelech  ben  Ahitub,  mentioned  in 
the  later  history,  may  be  the  same  as  this  Ahijah,  the  names  being 
synonymous.  The  priest  is  described  as  bearing  the  ephod~\  in 
the  correct  text  of  v.18  we  learn  that  Saul  commanded  the  ephod 
to  be  brought,  cf.  also  23®  307.  In  these  cases  the  ephod  can 
hardly  be  the  priest’s  garment.  Beyond  the  fact  that  it  was  the 
instrument  of  the  oracle,  however,  we  know  nothing  about  it. 
The  description  of  things  in  Saul’s  camp  closes  with  the  state¬ 
ment  :  the  people  did  not  know  that  Jonathan  and  his  armour- 
bearer  had gone~\  they  were  therefore  surprised  when  the  commo¬ 
tion  made  itself  visible  in  the  opposing  camp.  —  4.  The  locality 
of  the  exploit  is  described  to  us :  Between  the  ravines  by  which 
Jonathan  sought  to  cross ]  that  is,  side  valleys  running  into  the 
main  wady.  As  we  can  readily  see,  these  would  leave  projecting 
points,  two  of  which  are  now  described  :  a  tooth  of  rock  on  one 
side  and  a  tooth  of  rock  on  the  other ]  cf.  Job  39s8  and  the  well- 
known  Dent  du  Midi.  The  names  of  the  two  rocks  in  question 
were  Bozez  and  Seneh.  We  may  conjecture  that  Bozez,  the  shin¬ 
ing,  was  the  one  facing  the  south,  Seneh,  the  thorny,  the  one  facing 
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the  north.*  —  5.  The  description  is  completed  by  the  statement 
that  one  rock  was  on  the  north  in  front  of  Michmash,  the  other  on 
the  south  in  front  of  Geba~\  each  hill  is  defined  by  the  village 
nearest  to  it,  to  which  it  served  as  a  fortification.  Notice  that  pj 
has  Geba  here. 

1.  avn  vm]  the  same  expression  i4,  cf.  Ges.20  §  126  s.  — 1^3  «w]  Abime- 
lech  had  such  an  attendant  and  so  apparently  had  Gideon,  Jd.  9s4  710. — 
nayn]  Num.  3219  Jos.  227  Jd.  The  passages  show  that  the  word  means 
simply  beyond.  —  rSn]  cf.  Dr.  in  BDB.  sub  voce,  with  his  reference,  Wright, 
Comp.  Gram.  p.  1 1 7.  —  nyajn  nxpa]  as  Geba  is  the  town  overlooking  the  pass, 
it  must  be  meant  here.  For  nxpa  describing  a  position  on  the  outskirts  of  the 
town  cf.  927.  —  pnm]  evidently  a  well-known  tree,  pun  is  meant  by  3$  as  a 
proper  name,  and  in  fact  there  is  a  Migron  not  far  away,  Is.  io28.  But  as  it 
lies  north  of  Michmash  it  will  not  answer  our  author’s  purpose.  The  versions 
make  a  proper  name  of  the  word  here,  but  do  not  agree  in  the  form.  As  the 
location  is  already  given  with  some  exactness  a  proper  name  is  superfluous.  On 
this  account  We.  proposes  jmn  with  the  meaning  of  pj  a  threshing-floor.  A 
threshing-floor  is  usually  located  on  a  bare  open  hill  and  so  would  be  excellent 
for  Saul’s  purpose — to  prevent  surprise  and  keep  watch  of  the  enemy’s  move¬ 
ments. —  3.  mnx]  in  212  229  we  find  the  priest  at  Nob  called  and  he 

also  is  a  son  of  Ahitub.  It  is  not  unlikely  therefore  that  the  two  names 
designate  the  same  individual,  the  original  pSo'nx  having  been  changed  to 
avoid  the  suggestion  of  Molech.  The  identification  is  cited  by  Schm.  from 
Sanctius.  On  the  assumed  meaning  my  brother  is  Yahweh,  or  brother  of 
Yahweh,  cf.  Jastrow,  JBL.  XIII.  p.  101  ff.,  and  Barton,  ibid.  XV.  p.  168  ff. 
Iveil  is  at  pains  to  calculate  the  age  of  Ahijah  to  show  that  he  could  have  had 
a  son  old  enough  to  accompany  David  after  Saul’s  massacre  of  the  priests.  — 
TOtT'x]  ’IoixafirfA  ©AB. —  Drum]  is  written  Drue  1 3  (by  the  occidentals  only). 
Nestle  ( Am .  Jour.  Sent.  Lang.  XIII.  p.  173)  follows  Lauth  in  supposing  the 
name  (borne  also  by  a  son  of  Aaron)  to  be  Egyptian  and  to  mean  negro. — 
HDX  ndu]  there  seems  to  be  no  clear  instance  where  ndu  means  to  wear  an 
article  of  dress.  In  Ex.  2S1-  29  however  it  describes  the  High  Priest  as  bear¬ 
ing  (or  wearing)  the  names  on  the  breastplate.  The  use  of  ndu  would  there¬ 
fore  be  against  the  theory  that  the  ephod  was  an  article  of  clothing.  On  the 
other  hand,  Samuel  and  David  are  girded  with  an  ephod  (218  2  S.  614)  which 
would  indicate  that  it  could  be  worn.  See  Moore  on  Judges  175,  with  the 
extended  list  of  authorities  there  given.  —  4.  nnoynn]  on  the  daghesh  cf.  Stade, 
Gram.  §  317.  The  form  is  construct,  governing  the  clause  which  follows, 
Ges.26  §  130  c;  Dav.,  Syntax,  §25.  jo  however  connects  the  first  two  words 
of  the  verse  with  the  preceding:  the  people  did  not  know  that  Jonathan  had 
gone  to  the  pass.  —  -ujno]  occurs  only  here  and  with  nra  seems  superfluous; 
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one  of  the  two  words  is  omitted  by  (5.  —  yxu]  the  attractive  conjecture  of 
GASmith  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  goes  back  apparently  to  Gesenius, 
Thesaurus,  p.  229  :  appellativa  significatio  videtur  splejuiens.  Later  lexicons 
take  no  notice  of  this.  The  form  in  ©  is  Ba(id  or  Bale's. —  n_:p]  is  thus 
pointed  by  Ginsburg;  the  editions  vary.  The  word  is  doubtless  the  same 
with  nip,  the  thorn,  as  for  example,  the  burning  bush  Ex.  32'4,  cf.  Dt.  3316. 
The  word  has  been  transferred  from  Arabic  to  English  in  the  name  of  the 
medicinal  senna;  (5  has  y.svvaa.p.  The  two  names  are  rendered  by  2T,  Slip¬ 
pery  and  Inaccessible.  —  5.  It  is  a  question  whether  piXD  gives  a  suitable 
sense.  Besides  this  passage  it  is  used  in  28  only,  and  there  it  is  used  of  the 
pillars  which  support  the  earth.  But  it  will  hardly  do  to  say  of  a  hill  that  it  is 
a  column  on  the  north.  In  modern  Hebrew  pis  is  the  peak  or  summit  of  a 
hill  (Levy,  NHIVBl).  But  what  is  required  here  is  a  word  like  use,  which 
however  seems  to  be  applied  specifically  to  cities  or  walls.  As  pisn  is  not 
represented  in  (5,  it  may  be  an  intruder  corrupted  from  the  pnso  which  fol¬ 
lows.  Were  it  original  we  should  expect  it  to  be  repeated  in  the  second  half 
of  the  verse.  It  is  exscinded  by  Th.,  Dr.,  Bu.;  while  Kl.  goes  his  own  way  as 
usual.  With  'n  Sin  defining  a  location,  compare  Ex.  34s  Dt.  440. 

6-12.  Jonathan  suggests  an  omen.  —  The  account  takes  up 
the  speech  of  Jonathan,  which  was  interrupted  by  the  digression 
concerning  the  scene  of  the  exploit.  He  first  proposes  to  go 
against  the  enemy,  and  receives  a  hearty  assurance  of  support 
front  his  squire.  He  then  reveals  his  plan,  which  is,  that  they 
show  themselves  at  the  bottom  of  the  valley.  They  would  then 
notice  the  words  used  by  the  Philistines,  and  take  from  them  a 
sign  to  indicate  whether  they  should  go  further  or  stand  still. 
The  older  commentators  are  confident  that  Jonathan,  in  propos¬ 
ing  this  test  of  the  divine  will,  as  well  as  in  making  the  expedition, 
was  acting  under  divine  inspiration.  See  the  question  discussed 
at  length  by  Schmid. 

6.  Come,  let  us  go  over  to  the  garrison  of  these  uncircumcised] 
the  Philistines  are  frequently  so  stigmatized,  Jd.  143  i5ls  1  S.  1824"27 
3 14  2  S.  i20.  Jonathan’s  hope  of  doing  something  is  a  hope  in 
God  :  Perchance  Yahweh  will  act  for  us]  there  seems  no  reason 
to  question  the  construction.  —  For  Yahweh  finds  no  hindrance  to 
his  saving  potver  in  the  many  or  the  few']  that  is,  whether  many 
be  opposed,  or  few  be  on  his  side.  —  7.  By  emendation  we  get : 
Do  all  to  which  thy  heart  inclines  :  behold,  I  am  with  thee ;  as  thy 
heart  so  is  my  heart]  the  text  of  is  awkward,  and  it  is  doubtful 
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whether  it  will  bear  the  meaning  given  it  in  EV.  —  8-10.  Indica¬ 
tion  of  the  divine  will  is  to  be  found  in  the  conduct  of  the  enemy  : 
See  we  will  cross  over  to  the  men,  and  show  ourselves  to  them\  by 
coming  into  the  open  at  the  bottom  of  the  ravine,  where  the 
Philistine  sentinels  would  see  them.  —  9.  If  they  say  thus  to  us : 
Stand  still  until  we  can  reach  you  !  then  we  will  stand  still  in  our 
place ]  the  mind  of  the  enemy  to  attack  might  be  a  reason  for 
caution.  But  we  can  hardly  say  that  the  challenge  to  come  up 
was  a  sign  of  cowardice,  as  is  affirmed  by  Th. :  ironiam  ex  con- 
sternato  animo  profectam  esse  existimamus,  Schm.  — 10.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  Philistines  should  invite  them  to  come  up, 
they  would  make  the  attempt :  for  in  that  case  God  will  have 
given  them  into  our  hand~\  we  cannot  help  seeing  in  this  the  arbi¬ 
trary  selection  of  an  omen.  The  nearest  parallel  is  the  sign  prayed 
for  by  Abraham’s  servant,  whereby  he  might  know  the  predestined 
wife  of  Isaac,  Gen.  2414.  — 11.  The  Philistines  discover  the  advent¬ 
urers,  and  say  to  each  other  :  See  !  Hebrews  are  coining  out  of  the 
holes  where  they  hid  themselves  /]  the  expression  does  not  neces¬ 
sarily  presuppose  the  account  in  136.  — 12.  The  Philistines  then 
cry  out  to  Jonathan  and  his  armour-bearer  :  Come  up  to  us  that 
we  may  tell  you  something !  The  light  language  is  simply  a  chal¬ 
lenge,  probably  a  banter.  It  is  not  necessary  to  inquire  what  the 
speakers  expected  to  tell  the  strangers.  The  words  used  do  not 
admit  of  being  understood  :  we  will  show  you  how  to  fight. 
Jonathan  accepts  the  omen,  and  calls  to  his  armour-bearer  to 
climb  up  after  him,  adding :  For  Yahweh  has  given  them  into  the 
hand  of  Israel ]  the  victory  is,  in  the  divine  purpose,  already 
obtained. 

6-12.  In  this  paragraph,  except  12b,  we  find  the  name  of  the  hero  spelled 
jruim  whereas  elsewhere  in  these  two  chapters  we  have  }rui\  The  fuller  form 
reappears  in  18-20  and  in  2  S.  The  change  of  form  just  here  may  be  explained 
by  supposing  this  paragraph  the  work  of  a  different  hand.  The  incident  is 
one  which  might  be  interpolated  by  a  pious  scribe  who  wished  to  magnify 
Jonathan’s  faith  and  dependence  on  God.  But  it  is  skilfully  wrought  into  the 
narrative  and  cannot  well  be  spared.  For  a  discussion  of  the  names  which 
begin  with  in'  and  l'  see  Bonk  in  ZATW.  XI.  pp.  125-156. 

6.  majm]  ©  omits  the  1.  —  'Sin]  expresses  a  hope,  as  in  Gen.  3221. — 
ljS  mm  nttq?']  has  an  analogy  in  Jd.  21 ;  the  object  nsfjJD  is  contained  in  the 
verb:  perchance  Yahweh  will  do  a  deed  for  11s  (Schm.).  Some  have  ques- 
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tioned  whether  the  text  is  sound,  and  Kl.  propose?  to  emend  to  uS  jwi\ 
But  this  seems  unnecessary.  —  nixyc]  the  noun  occurs  nowhere  else,  but  the 
verb  is  not  infrequent  in  the  meaning  to  shut  up,  to  keep  back.  —  B>D3  i>x  ms] 
is  logically  connected  with  ni’f".  —  7.  The  received  text  is  awkward,  and  it 
is  a  question  whether  it  can  be  translated,  rvjj  certainly  does  not  belong  in 
a  sentence  where  it  must  be  made  to  mean  go  on.  ©  seems  to  have  had 
another  text :  iroiei  irau  &  lav  rj  Kapdta  crou  eKK\tvji  would  represent  nisy 

1*7  ntpj  and  this  preserves  the  natural  meaning  of  naj,  cf.  Jd.  9s.  This 
text,  suggested  by  Ew.,  has  been  accepted  by  most  recent  scholars.  — 

©  adds  KapSla  p.ov,  which  also  is  generally  accepted  since  Ew.  —  8.  anap] 
the  participle  is  used  of  action  in  the  immediate  future  and  is  carried  on  by 
lj'Sm  —  9.  For  iD"t,  be  still,  cf.  Jer.  47°,  and,  of  the  sun’s  standing  still,  Jos. 
io12f-.  For  upon  ©  has  aTra.yyeiAwfj.ev,  perhaps  reading  —  irnnn]  in 

our  tracks  is  a  colloquial  equivalent,  cf.  Ex.  i629  Jd.  721.  — 10.  ncN'J  +  irpbs 
■ppcis  ©  with  which  S  agrees.  But  no  great  stress  can  be  laid  upon  the 
evidence  for  so  easy  an  insertion.  —  uwp]  irpbs  rip-as  is  the  rendering  of  ©, 
as  in  v.12  where  pj  has  mbs',  which  should  probably  be  read  here.  —  in’a]  a 
number  of  codd.  have  unuj,  but  cf.  Gen.  4321  Dt.  3a27.  —  nn]  the  1  is  lack¬ 
ing  in  ©S1L  and  may  have  come  from  erroneous  duplication  of  the  preceding 
letter.  —  anap]  in  the  mouth  of  the  Philistines  as  elsewhere;  here  without  the 
article :  some  Hebrews,  not  the  Hebrews  as  in  ©.  According  to  We.,  Hitzig 
conjectured  onaap,  mice.  — 12.  nascn]  is  doubtless  to  be  corrected  to  asm, 
the  form  elsewhere  used  in  this  narrative. 

13-16.  The  attack. — When  Jonathan  and  his  armour-bearer 
accept  the  challenge,  the  garrison  is  thrown  into  confusion,  and 
the  confusion  soon  becomes  a  panic.  — 13.  The  two  Hebrews 
climb  up  on  their  hands  and  on  their  feet.  We  must  suppose  that 
while  climbing  the  cliff  they  were  hidden  from  the  view  of  the 
post  at  the  top ;  otherwise  there  would  have  been  no  surprise.  — 
And  they  turned  before  Jonathan  and  he  smote  tliem\  this  is  the 
reading  of  (!i  and  on  the  whole  the  better,  though  the  case  is 
particularly  difficult  to  decide,  ty,}  reads  :  and  they  fell  before 
Jonathan.  In  any  case,  Jonathan  felled  them  to  the  ground,  and 
his  armour-bearer  kept  despatching  them  after  hint]  notice  the 
force  of  the  participle.  — 14.  The  first  slaughter^  distinguished 
from  the  general  carnage  which  came  with  the  panic.  The  latter 
part  of  the  verse  is  obscure.  What  we  expect  is  either  a  com¬ 
parison  with  some  similar  event :  ‘  like  Gideon’s  slaughter  of 
Midian  ’  for  example,  or  else  a  definite  location  of  the  deed  :  ‘  in 
the  field  which  lies  before  Michmash,’  or  something  like  that, 
(d  finds  an  account  of  the  weapons  used ;  £5  gives  a  comparison 
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of  the  activity  of  the  heroes  with  that  of  the  day  labourer.  A 
satisfactory  text  does  not  seem  yet  to  have  been  constructed.  — 
15.  The  terror  aroused  by  Jonathan’s  onset  spread  to  the  whole 
force  of  the  Philistines  and  became  a  panic.  The  force  was 
divided  (as  noted  above)  into  the  garrison  and  the  I'aiders.  The 
account  seems  to  assume  that  these  latter  were  returning  to  the 
camp  when  they  met  the  flying  garrison ;  or  else  the  attack  was  in 
the  early  morning  when  the  raiders  had  not  yet  set  out.  —  So  there 
came  a  terror  in  the  camp  and  in  the  field  .  .  .  and  even  the 
plunderers  trembled ]  the  intervening  clause  is  difficult  to  place. 
—  And  the  earth  quaked ]  is  evidently  to  be  taken  literally;  Yah- 
weh  intervened  directly  to  increase  the  fear,  which  thus  became 
a  divinely  sent  panic ]  lit.,  a  terror  of  God.  — 16.  The  commotion 
was  so  great  that  Saul’s  sentinels  in  Geba  saw :  And  behold  a 
tumult  was  surging  hither  and  thither ]  the  remarkable  thing  was  a 
mob  moving  purposelessly  to  and  fro  in  its  mad  impulse. 

13.  ;njv  usS  lSmi]  seems  a  little  too  abrupt.  We  expect  the  attack  or 
the  terror  to  be  asserted.  <3  enables  us  to  restore  ami  pm  uah  UD'i.  Ew. 
seems  to  have  been  the  first  to  adopt  part  of  this,  though  he  makes  it  mean 
they  looked  him  in  the  face,  being  paralyzed  by  fear.  As  Jonathan  was  “  swifter 
than  an  eagle,”  there  seems  no  difficulty  in  supposing  that  the  Philistines  started 
to  flee,  but  were  quickly  overtaken.  — 14.  The  verse  is  perfectly  plain  down 
to  tr'N.  After  that  it  is  now  generally  considered  to  be  hopelessly  corrupt. 
Tradition  is  represented  by  in  media  parte  jugeri  quam  par  bourn  in  die  arare 
consuevit  IL,  and  this  has  passed  into  the  modern  versions.  But  the  objections 
to  it  are  of  the  most  serious  kind,  txnaa  has  a  combination  of  prepositions 
very  rare,  occurring  in  only  two  expressions,  both  defining  a  point  of  time 
(Dr.,  Notes') ;  njj?D  in  the  meaning  furrow  occurs  in  one  late  passage,  Ps.  1293 
Kt.,  where  the  text  is  not  above  suspicion.  It  is  difficult,  moreover,  to  see  how 
Jonathan  could  slay  twenty  men  in  half  a  furrow,  which  indeed  is  nonsense. 
If  it  said  as  in  a  furrow,  we  should  think  of  the  slain  as  lying  along  in  a  row. 
In  late  Hebrew  ruyn  is  said  to  mean  the  amount  of  ground  which  a  plough¬ 
man  takes  in  hand  at  one  time,  Ges.,  HIVB12.,  referring  to  Wetstein  in  Delitzsch, 
Psalmen :3,  which  I  have  not  seen,  also  Levy,  NPIIVB.  The  Arabic  usage  is 
readily  traced;  ma'na  is  simply  the  intention,  as  is  ruyo  in  Hebrew,  and  so 
applied  to  the  task  which  a  man  sets  himself  or  intends  to  do.  But  to  suppose 
that  the  word  now  applied  by  the  fellahin  to  their  task  of  ploughing  had 
the  same  application  in  Biblical  Hebrew  is  too  violent.  Nor  are  the  diffi¬ 
culties  yet  over.  IDS  is  undoubtedly  a  yoke  of  oxen,  and  then  possibly  as 
much  land  as  a  yoke  of  oxen  can  plough  in  a  day  —  an  acre,  roughly  speak¬ 
ing.  Is,  510,  which  is  usually  urged  for  this  meaning,  is  not  free  from  difficulty. 
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But  assuming  it  provisionally,  we  cannot  yet  make  an  intelligible  sentence :  as 
in  half  a  furrow  (?)  an  acre  of  field  is  redundant  and  ungrammatical.  The 
versions  testify  to  the  corruption,  but  unfortunately  without  helping  to  correct 
it.  ©L  has  iv  fioAlai  ical  iv  irerpofloAois  Kal  iv  icox^a^i  too  Trediov,  with  which 
I  agrees  {Cod.  Goth.  Leg?) ;  ©AB  omits  from  this  Kal  iv  TrerpoBiAois,  which 
Th.  (followed  by  We.)  had  already  conjectured  to  be  a  gloss.  The  reason¬ 
ing  of  We.  is  plausible,  though  the  testimony  of  I  shows  that  the  insertion 
must  have  been  early.  ©  seems  to  have  had  at  least  men  .  .  .  D’DsnD, 
and  between  came  mxa  or  rjasci;  it  should  be  noted  that  nii  is  nowhere 
used  of  stones  as  a  weapon,  but  it  is  more  likely  than  pN  to  be  the  original  of 
IDS.  If  we  restore  men  nsa  we  should  translate  among  the  rocks  of  the  field, 
which  would  not  be  out  of  place.  On  the  basis  of  S  we  might  restore  D'Xro 
men  ics  mudi  like  hewers  of  stone,  or  like  drivers  of  oxen  in  the  field. 
The  repeated  blows  of  a  man  hewing  stone  would  not  be  an  inappropriate 
comparison,  and  possibly  the  Syrian  ploughmen  urge  on  their  oxen  with 
violent  blows;  but  the  language  seems  rather  obscure.  Ew.  tries  to  translate 
Jjj,  making  it  mean  that  the  slaughter  was  ‘like  a  yoke  (?)  of  land  being 
ploughed  ’  (  G  VP.  III.  p.  48,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  34).  But  the  figure  does  not  seem 
to  fit.  The  reader  who  is  interested  in  defending  tradition  may,  as  usual,  con¬ 
sult  Keil.  — 15.  The  text  is  not  easy  to  interpret,  though  so  smooth  in  appear¬ 
ance  :  There  came  a  terror  on  the  camp  in  the  field  and  upon  all  the  people ] 
but  why  should  a  distinction  be  made  between  the  camp  in  the  field  and  all  the 
people?  The  people  here  meant  are  the  people  of  the  Philistine  camp,  and 
the  sentence  is  redundant.  Or  if  we  divide  so  as  to  read,  on  the  camp,  both  on 
the  field  and  on  all  the  people,  why  should  the  camp  be  summed  up  under  these 
two  heads?  ©  seems  to  have  read  mem  njnaa  both  in  the  camp  and  in  the 
field,  as  if  to  distinguish  between  the  fortified  (?)  camp  and  the  open  coun¬ 
try.  So  much  is  adopted  by  Kl.,  Bu.,  and  may  pass  in  default  of  something 
better.  For  the  next  clause,  ©  connects  as  follows :  and  all  the  people,  both 
garrison  and  raiders  trembled,  and  this  again  may  pass;  but  we  must  certainly 
strike  out  IDI'DJ  which  now  becomes  intolerable.  ©B  reads  /cal  avrol  ovk 
tfOtAov  Troifiv,  with  which  we  can  do  nothing;  and  I  suspect  the  verse  has 
been  freely  interpolated.  Perhaps  the  original  was  only  njnea  min  nil 
iDi_at  vnn  mntrDm  rnttoi.  With  pun  mm  compare  Am.  S8  Joel  210;  the 
verb  is  used  of  the  mountains,  2  S.  228  Is.  525.  Th.  and  Keil  try  to  under¬ 
stand  the  words  here  of  the  commotion  produced  by  the  panic,  but  this  is 
rationalistic  weakening  of  the  author’s  meaning.  —  B’nSx  min*1]  cf.  the 
divinely  sent  fear,  D'lSvX  nnn,  which  came  upon  the  Canaanites,  Gen.  35s.  — 
16.  □'Din]  the  sentinels  regularly  stationed  on  the  walls  of  a  city,  2  S.  1334 
1S24. —  njnj]  Geba  should  be  read,  as  heretofore.  —  penn]  ©  renders  mien. 
But  as  pan  is  the  less  common  word,  it  is  to  be  preferred;  and  it  seems  to 
give  an  excellent  sense  here,  cf.  Jd.  47  and  v.19  in  this  chapter.  The  first  n, 
however,  is  a  duplicate,  and  we  should  read  pen  njni.  What  they  saw  was  a 
tumult  surging.  —  □Lni  iS'i]  is  impossible,  and  to  be  corrected  according  to  © 
2711  DP,  For  .11DJ  We.  suggests  the  meaning  surge,  commended  by  Dr. 
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17-23.  The  discomfiture  of  the  Philistines.  —  On  discovering 
the  state  of  the  enemy’s  camp,  Saul  inquires  who  is  missing  from 
his  own  force.  He  then  takes  the  first  steps  towards  ascertaining 
the  will  of  Yahweh.  But  before  the  reply  of  the  oracle  is  given, 
the  state  of  the  enemy  so  obviously  invites  attack,  that  the  king 
marches  forth  without  waiting  further.  At  the  scene  of  battle  he 
finds  the  Philistines  fighting  each  other.  The  Hebrew  slaves  from 
their  camp  join  with  him,  and  he  is  reenforced  by  the  Israelites 
who  have  been  in  hiding.  The  result  is  a  decided  victory. 

17.  Saul  says  to  the  soldiers  :  Search']  the  verb  is  used  of 
inspecting  the  troops,  1315,  and  also  of  inquiring  for  one  absent, 
20° :  And  see  who  is  gone  from  us ]  the  result  is  to  show  the 
absence  of  Jonathan  and  his  attendant.  — 18.  The  text  of  (3, 
which  is  to  be  adopted  unconditionally,  reads  :  And  Saul  said  to 
Ahijah  :  Bring  hither  the  Ephod,  for  he  carried  the  Ephod  that 
day  before  Israel ]  similar  language  is  used  in  other  cases  where 
the  Ephod  is  consulted,  23°  307.  We.  supposes  that  the  remark 
concerning  Ahijah  cannot  be  by  the  author  of  v.3.  But  the  expla¬ 
nation  of  the  general  situation  there  need  not  prevent  the  reminder 
here,  where  there  is  particular  occasion  for  it.  The  text  of 
inserts  the  Ark  of  God  here.  Historically  we  could  hardly  object 
that  the  presence  of  the  Ark  at  Kirjath  Jearim  would  decide  against 
this  text,  because  our  author  may  not  have  known  of  its  detention 
at  Kirjath  Jearim.  But  the  Ephod  is  elsewhere  the  means  of  giv¬ 
ing  the  oracle,  and  if  original  here  may  have  been  displaced  by  a 
scrupulous  scribe  who  was  aware  of  its  dangerous  resemblance  to 
an  image.  — 19.  The  answer  of  the  oracle  is  not  yet  given,  when 
Saul  sees  the  necessity  of  immediate  action.  The  state  of  the 
Philistine  camp  gives  plain  enough  indication  of  the  will  of  God  : 
While  Saul  was  yet  speaking,  the  tumult  kept  on  increasing ]  on  the 
text  see  the  critical  note.  The  act  of  consulting  the  oracle  fell 
into  two  parts ;  the  king  (or  other  inquirer)  asked  a  question ;  the 
priest  gave  the  answer  of  Yahweh.  In  the  case  before  us  Saul 
interrupted  his  own  question,  saying  to  the  priest :  Draw  back  thy 
hand  /]  that  is,  the  hand  which  was  stretched  out  to  take  the  lot. 
The  verb  is  the  same  used  of  drawing  up  the  feet  into  the  bed, 
Gen.  4933.  —  20.  Saul  and  his  men  march  to  the  scene  :  Then 
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Saul  and  all  the  people  with  hint  raised  the  war  cry ]  such  is  the 
natural  interpretation  of  the  words.  When  they  came  to  the  camp 
of  the  Philistines  :  the  sword  of  each  was  turned  upon  his  fellow, 
an  exceeding  great  confusion ]  as  in  the  camp  of  Midian  where  also 
friend  was  taken  for  foe,  Jd.  7s2.  —  21.  The  appearance  of  Saul 
with  an  orderly  band  of  soldiers  gave  disaffected  allies  of  the 
Philistines  a  rallying  point :  The  Hebrews  who  were  on  the  side 
of  the  Philistines  heretofore,  who  had  come  with  them  into  the  camp, 
they  also  turned  to  be  with  Sauf]  Schm.  compares  the  case  of 
David  who  followed  Achish  to  Gilboa.  —  22.  The  noise  and  the 
news  spread  rapidly,  and  all  the  men  of  Israel  who  were  in  hiding 
in  the  hill  country  of  Ephraim ]  although  occupied  by  the  tribe 
of  Benjamin,  the  district  bore  the  name  of  Ephraim.  —  They  also 
pursued  them  in  the  battle ]  joining  with  the  forces  of  Saul. — 
23.  The  author  sums  up  the  day’s  work,  before  proceeding  to  a 
more  detailed  account  of  one  episode  :  So  Yahweh  delivered  Israel 
that  day  and  the  battle  went  beyond  Beth  Horoii\  a  well-known 
town  on  the  western  edge  of  the  highlands.  The  name  is  cor¬ 
rected  on  the  basis  of  (®L.  Beth  Aven ,  the  reading  of  pj,  seems 
unsuitable. 

17.  J'n]  denies  the  presence  of  the  subject,  Gen.  37"  Ex.  212. — 18.  nwvin 
D'nSnn  |11n]  the  difficulty  in  retaining  the  words  is  prima  facie  a  historical 
one.  The  Ark  had  been  settled  at  Kirjath  Jearim,  and  if  brought  to  Saul  we 
should  have  been  told  of  the  transfer.  Graetz  speaks  of  a  tradition  to  the 
effect  that  there  were  two  arks  ( Gesch .  d.  Juden,  I.  p.  160)  and  supposes  that 
one  was  made  to  supply  the  loss  of  the  other.  But  the  tradition  probably  arose 
from  a  desire  to  save  the  historicity  of  this  passage.  Even  if  we  suppose  this 
author  not  to  know  of  the  detention  of  the  Ark  at  Kirjath  Jearim,  it  remains 
true  that  we  nowhere  else  hear  of  it  in  connexion  with  Saul,  and  the  presump¬ 
tion  is  therefore  against  it  here.  The  second  difficulty  is  that,  so  far  as  we 
know,  the  Ark  was  not  used  in  consulting  the  oracle.  All  the  indications, 
therefore,  point  to  the  correctness  of  ©  Trpoad-yaye  rb  i<pov8.  The  Rabbinical 
commentators  are  aware  that  the  Urirn  and  Thummim  are  intended  (Isaaki 
and  Kimchi  in  loci).  For  the  rest  of  the  verse  we  must  also  adopt  the  reading 
of  ©,  because  Q]  is  evidently  the  worse  and  at  its  close  unintelligible.  Nin  '3 
Snizm  uob  tnnn  ova  niDxn  xcu  is  an  exact  translation  of  ©  and  gives  a  perfectly 
good  sense.  It  is  adopted  in  substance  by  all  recent  expositors.  Dr.,  fol¬ 
lowed  by  Bu.,  prefers  nzu  run  instead  of  the  simple  ncu  and  U3  udS  for  uoS. 
His  reason  in  the  latter  case  is  that  Snc”  ush  is  bald  and  against  the  usage  of 
Hebrew  prose.  On  this  it  is  sufficient  to  remark  that  Syne’’  U3  udS  is  found 
in  the  books  Joshua,  Judges,  and  Samuel  four  times,  and  that  all  four  (Jos.  412 


XIV.  20-23 


1 13 

832  io12  pp  g28)  come  from  a  redactional  hand;  whereas  StOB”  ^oS  occurs  in 
six  places  besides  this  (Jos.  io10  ii6  2035  1  S.  710  2  S.  io15- 19)  representing  three 
different  documents.  This  verse  is  one  of  those  in  which  Keil  concedes  the 
superiority  of  (S.  — 19.  i:n  17]  the  verb  should  be  pointed  as  an  infinitive,  cf. 
Jd.  326  Ex.  3322;  the  more  usual  construction  is  itnn  v  'mi.  For  the  tense  in 
cf.  Dr.,  Tenses 3,  §  127  a;  but  the  emendation  to  -|Sn  (Kl.)  is  attractive. 

—  2-n  -pb.-i]  “double  absolute  object,  the  second  being  an  adjective  ”  (Moore, 
on  Jd.  424),  cf.  2  S.  5 10  1825,  Dav.,  Syntax,  §  86,  R.  4.  — 20.  pym]  here 
pointed  as  a  Niphal;  but  this  is  used  of  the  people  who  are  summoned  to  war, 
not  of  the  leader  who  summons  them.  For  the  latter  we  find  the  Hiphil, 
Jd.  4la  13  2  S.  204-  5.  If  we  point  pvni  however,  we  must  change  Sj,  to  SiT.x. 
But  the  people  had  already  been  mustered,  in  order  to  discover  who  was  miss¬ 
ing,  and  it  was  not  necessary  to  call  them  together.  With  all  due  reserve, 
therefore,  I  have  pointed  ppni  and  suppose  the  shout  of  those  who  go  into 
battle  to  be  intended  —  though  the  verb  is  nowhere  else  used  in  that  sense. 
<3A  has  avefibrjcre  for  which  BL  have  ai/eBy.  ■ —  nmnc]  is  used  of  the  panic  pro¬ 
duced  in  the  Philistine  cities  by  the  plague,  5®.  — -  21.  The  verse  division  is 
disregarded  by  jo  which  makes  the  tumult  to  be  Hebrews  against  Philistines. 

—  onsjim]  /cal  oi  80CA01  (3 .  The  latter  is  plausible,  for  the  slaves  of  the 
Philistines  might  well  take  advantage  of  such  an  opportunity.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  pretty  certain  that  the  camp  would  contain  a  large  number  of 
Hebrews  impressed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  away  the  booty,  or  who  were 
seeking  to  ingratiate  themselves  with  the  enemy.  Such  Hebrews  might  well 
be  contrasted,  as  here,  with  the  Israel  with  Saul.  For  rn  it  is  almost  neces¬ 
sary  to  read  vci  TC’.x  with  Ew.,  cf.  Dr.,  Notes.  —  ccp]  is  not  represented  in  <5. 

—  O.n  2'2D]  should  be  emended  to  Dt  122D  (Th.)  with  <§£.  —  22.  tm.x]  is  not 
represented  in  <3,  and  the  sense  is  good  without  it.  —  pomi]  is  abnormally 
pointed,  cf.  Stade,  Gram.  §  529  a,  Ges.26  §  53  n.;  the  same  form  is  found  in 
3 12  (1  Chr.  io2).  There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  a  Hiphil  is  intended, 
Jd.  1822  2045  2  S.  i6  (lacking  1  as  here).  —  23.  px_n'2]  was  corrected  by  Th. 
to  pn  n'3,  and  the  conjecture  is  confirmed  by  ©Ll. 

24-35.  Saul’s  taboo  and  Jonathan’s  violation  of  it.  —  Saul 
lays  a  curse  upon  the  eating  of  food  before  sundown.  The  people 
are  mindful  of  the  execration  and  go  fasting,  though  thereby  they 
grow  faint.  The  only  exception  is  Jonathan  who,  because  of  his 
absence  from  the  main  body  of  troops,  is  not  informed  of  the 
adjuration,  and  eats  of  some  honey  which  he  finds.  On  being 
informed,  he  condemns  his  father’s  act  as  having  weakened  the 
people.  At  sunset  the  famished  people  rush  upon  the  spoil  and 
eat  without  due  care  to  separate  the  blood  from  the  flesh.  Saul, 
informed  of  this,  orders  a  great  stone  to  be  taken  for  an  altar  and 
at  this  the  animals  are  slain. 
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The  paragraph  is  obscure  in  places  owing  to  the  state  of  the  text 
—  possibly  because  later  editors  could  not  reconcile  themselves 
to  the  religious  views  which  lie  at  the  basis  of  the  narrative.  It 
seems  plain  that  Saul’s  purpose  was  to  impose  what  is  known  in 
other  religions  as  a  taboo.  As  the  confusion  of  the  enemy  showed, 
Yahweh  was  already  working.  Saul  desired  a  continuance  of  his 
favour.  The  extraordinary  privation  laid  upon  the  people  was  to 
secure  this.  Fasting  is  in  itself  one  means  of  placating  the  divinity. 
And  Yahweh  as  the  God  of  Battles  had  a  special  claim  upon  the 
booty.  It  was  in  fact  sacred,  and  it  would  be  unsafe  for  individual 
Israelites  to  appropriate  it  until  the  first  fruits  had  been  set  apart 
for  Yahweh.  If  the  people  had  set  out  (as  is  likely)  without  sup¬ 
plying  themselves  with  provisions  from  their  own  stores,  there 
would  be  all  the  more  need  of  special  precautions. 

So  far  from  Saul’s  vow  being  rash,  ill-advised,  or  arbitrary, 
therefore,  we  see  that  it  was  the  logical  expression  of  his  careful¬ 
ness  for  divine  things.  From  the  practical  point  of  view,  Jonathan 
was  no  doubt  right.  The  success  of  the  day  would  have  been 
greater  without  this  extraordinary  precaution.  But  this  was  a 
mere  worldly  consideration  —  Saul  was  moved  by  care  for  religion 
which  would  not  take  account  of  lower  advantages  or  arguments. 
That  he  was  entirely  justified  by  the  light  of  the  times  is  probable  ; 
for  the  author  has  no  hesitation  in  narrating  Yahweh’s  confirma¬ 
tion  of  the  curse  by  his  offended  silence  after  its  violation.  The 
supposition  that  Saul  was  moved  by  fear  lest  the  troops  should  be 
detained  by  the  booty  is  inadequate  to  account  for  the  form  of 
the  objurgation.  It  is  not  taking  booty  that  is  the  object  of  the 
curse,  but  eating  food  of  any  kind. 

24.  The  introductory  clause  must  be  taken  from  (©,  which 
describes  the  situation  as  it  was  during  the  day,  and  therefore 
before  the  conclusion  just  reached.  —  So  Israel  was  with  Saul 
about  ten  thousand  men  and  the  fighting  was  scattered  over  all  the 
hill  country  of  Ephrai>n\  on  the  reading,  see  the  critical  note.  — 
And  Saul  vowed  a  vow  i?i  that  day,  and  Saul  laid  an  oath  on  the 
people ]  the  restoration  is  partly  conjectural.  If  it  be  correct,  the 
author  does  not  condemn  Saul ;  he  only  gives  the  facts  as  else¬ 
where.  Other  cases  of  the  vow,  Jd.  ii301’  Gen.  2820*22.  A  vow 
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of  abstinence  is  attributed  to  David,  Ps.  i322f.  Saul’s  vow  is 
imposed  upon  the  people  in  the  form  of  a  curse,  saying :  Cursed 
is  the  man  who  shall  eat  food  until  evening  and  \until~\  I  avenge 
myself  on  my  enemies ]  the  older  commentators  (followed  by  Keil) 
saw  in  the  form  of  the  oath  —  my  enemies  —  an  overweening  desire 
for  personal  revenge ;  but  this  is  foreign  to  the  author’s  idea. 
The  Philistines  were  Saul’s  enemies  because  they  were  enemies 
of  Israel.  Another  example  of  a  curse  assumed  by  the  people  as 
a  whole  is  found  in  Jd.  2118.  The  result  of  this  one  was  that  none 
of  the  people  tasted food,  though  they  were  tempted.  — 25,  26.  The 
text  has  suffered  and  cannot  be  certainly  restored.  Recent  authori¬ 
ties  agree  in  making  it  mean  :  And  there  was  honey  [or  honeycomb] 
on  the  face  of  the  ground,  arid  the  people  came  to  the  honeycomb 
whence  the  bees  had  gone,  but  no  one  put  his  hand  to  his  mouth, 
for  the  people  feared  the  oath  of  YahweK\  the  sense  is  obviously 
that  the  people  were  steadfast  in  the  midst  of  special  temptation. 
But  the  sentence  is  awkwardly  constructed,  and  we  may  well 
doubt  whether  the  ingenuity  of  the  critics  has  yet  recovered  the 
original  text.  Why  the  bees  should  have  deserted  the  comb,  we 
are  left  to  conjecture.  That  the  Philistines  had  made  spoil  of 
honey  and  had  thrown  it  away  is  possible,  but  the  author  would 
have  told  us  if  he  had  known  this  to  be  the  fact.  —  27.  Jonathan, 
having  been  absent  from  the  army,  had  not  heard  when  his  father 
adjured  the  people ]  he  therefore  ate  of  the  honey,  dipping  the  end 
of  his  club  in  it.  The  refreshment  experienced  is  described  in 
the  words,  and  his  eyes  were  lightened ]  the  eyes  of  the  weary  man 
do  not  see  clearly  —  the  world  grows  dark  before  him.  — 28.  One 
of  the  people  answered~\  that  is,  spoke  as  the  occasion  suggested, 
telling  Jonathan  of  the  oath.  The  last  two  words  in  the  verse 
as  they  stand  in  —  and  the  people  were  weary — disturb  the 
sense,  whether  they  be  attributed  to  the  author  of  the  narrative 
or  to  Jonathan.  We  should  emend  so  as  to  read  :  and  the  people 
testified,  that  is,  accepted  the  oath;  or  else  in  another  way,  joining 
to  the  beginning  of  the  next  verse,  making  it  read  :  So  he  left  off, 
and  said.  A  third  possibility  is  to  strike  the  words  out  as  a  gloss. 
—  29.  Jonathan  gives  his  opinion  of  his  father’s  action  and  its 
effects  on  the  people  :  My  father  has  brought  disaster  on  the  land ] 
relatively,  he  means.  For  the  verb  used  here  cf.  Moore,  fudges, 
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p.  301.  Jonathan’s  opinion  is  based  on  his  own  experience  :  See 
how  I  am  refreshed,  just  because  I  tasted  a  bit  of  honey  /  The 
refreshment  is  again  presented  as  a  clearing  of  the  eyes  from  their 
dulness.  —  30,  31.  The  two  verses  belong  together  and  their 
sense  is  :  If  only  the  people  had  eaten  today  of  the  spoil  of  their 
enemies  the  slaughter  of  the  Philistines  would  have  been  great  and 
the  people  would  have  smitten  the  Philistines  fro77i  Michmash  to 
Aijaloii]  this  cannot,  to  be  sure,  be  got  out  of  the  present  text. 
An  alternative  would  be  to  make  Jonathan’s  speech  end  (though 
abruptly)  with  v.30,  and  to  throw  out  the  greater  part  of  v.31.  That 
the  pursuit  actually  extended  to  Aijalon,  as  apparently  asserted  in 
P),  we  have  no  reason  to  believe,  for  such  a  success  would  have 
been  all  that  the  most  sanguine  could  expect.  Aijalon  (the 
modern  Yalo)  lay  below  Beth  Horon  well  down  towards  the 
Philistine  plain.  The  last  three  words  of  the  verse  are  plain 
enough  of  themselves,  but  not  easy  to  fit  in  the  present  context. 
—  32.  The  famished  people  rushed  upo7i  the  booty ]  as  a  bird  of 
prey  rushes  upon  the  quarry.  The  booty  in  such  raids  consists 
largely  of  cattle,  and  these  the  people  slew  to  the  earth  wherever 
they  happened  to  find  them.  The  consequence  was  that  they  ate 
with  the  bloody  the  blood  was  the  part  of  Yahweh,  and  for  man  to 
eat  it  was  sacrilegious.  This  idea  runs  through  the  history  of  Israel 
and  is  embodied  in  the  various  prohibitions  of  the  Law,  Dt.  1 216 
Lev.  1926.  —  33.  Word  is  brought  to  Saul  that  the  people  are  sm¬ 
iting  against  Yahweh  in  eating  with  the  bloody  the  definition  of 
the  sin  leaves  nothing  to  be  desired,  and  Saul  at  once  takes  active 
measures  against  the  sacrilege  :  Roll  hither  a  great  stone\  the  only 
way  in  which  this  would  correct  the  evil  would  be  by  making  the 
stone  an  altar  on  which  the  blood  could  be  poured.  As  we  know 
from  Arabic  heathenism,  the  original  Semitic  sacrifice  was  the 
application  of  the  blood  (without  fire)  to  the  altar  or  sacred 
stone.*  —  34.  Those  present  are  ordered  to  disperse  a7tiong  the 
people  and  command  them :  Let  each  man  bring  to  Yahweh  his 
ox  or  his  sheep  and  slay  it  here~\  on  the  original  reading,  see 
below.  The  method  was  successful :  All  the  people  brought  each 
what  he  had  in  his  hand,  to  Yahweh  and  slew  it  there~\  another 


*  Cf.  WRSmith,  Kinship ,  pp.  223,  311. 
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slight  change  in  the  reading  is  adopted  here.  We  also  may  speak 
of  having  an  animal  or  a  herd  in  hand.  —  35.  So  Saul  built  an 
altar  to  Yahweh ]  cf.  717.  The  only  reason  for  the  statement  in 
this  connexion  is  that  the  altar  was  the  stone  just  mentioned. 
With  it  he  made  a  beginning  of  his  altar-building  to  Yahweh,  cf. 
Gen.  io8.  The  author  has  it  in  mind  to  tell  of  other  altars  built 
by  Saul,  but  his  narrative  is  now  lost. 

24.  Ninn  dvo  U’JJ  is  an  unexpected  opening  to  the  new  para¬ 

graph.  e\n,  136,  is  used  to  describe  the  straits  in  which  the  people  found 
themselves  under  the  Philistine  invasion.  But  we  are  here  in  the  midst  of 
the  deliverance,  and  although  the  deliverance  was  less  complete  than  it  might 
have  been,  the  people  could  hardly  now  be  described  as  oppressed  by  a  task¬ 
master,  or  driven  away,  or  crowding  each  other,  which  are  the  only  meanings 
to  be  got  out  of  the  verb.  Saul’s  vow,  though  it  increased  the  weariness, 
could  hardly  be  said  to  oppress  the  people,  and  if  the  author  had  meant  to 
connect  this  assertion  with  the  vow  he  would  have  constructed  his  sentence 
differently.  (§  has  an  entirely  different  reading:  Kal  'lo-paqA  ^v  pera  2not/A, 
uael  SfKa  xiXiaSes  avSpuiv,  Kal  qv  6  ir6\epos  8iecnra.pp.ivos  els  SAtjv  t^v  nSAiv  tv 
rip  lipei  ’Eippaip  ©L  with  which  AB  agree  nearly.  This  gives  an  admirable 
opening  for  the  new  paragraph,  and  one  that  would  not  readily  occur  to  re¬ 
dactor  or  scribe.  It  had  probably  become  illegible  in  the  archetype  of  and 
a  scribe  substituted  a  phrase  suggested  by  1 30,  returning  to  the  oppression  of 
the  people  as  the  new  point  of  departure.  With  We.,  it  is  proper  to  suppose 
that  every  city  has  come  in  by  duplication  —  1'j?  733  from  in  S33.  The  scat¬ 
tered  fighting  would  be  in  the  open  country  rather  than  in  the  towns.  The 
impossibility  of  was  discovered  by  Ew.  (from  Th.  ?)  who  besides  adopting 
(H  emends  by  conjecture.  The  reading  of  (S  is  also  adopted  by  Th.  with 
the  silent  correction  of  ~\y  to  i>”.  The  retranslation  of  (SAB  by  We.  is  adopted 
by  Dr.,  Bu.,  al.  I  have  chosen  the  Israel  with  Saul  (3L  rather  than  all  the 
people  with  Saul  (SAB,  because  it  probably  refers  to  the  Israel  with  Saul  of  v.22. 
Et  erant  cum  Saul  quasi  decern  inillia  virorum,  found  in  the  authorized  edition 
of  3L,  is  no  part  of  Jerome’s  translation  but  has  crept  in  from  I.  The  narra¬ 
tive  is  continued  in  @  by:  Kal  2aoi/A  ^yvlqaev  ayvoiav  peyaAqv  ev  T-rj  ripepa 
eicelvrj  confirmed  by  l.  Since  We.  this  has  been  supposed  to  represent  i’lt'C’i 
Ninn  ni'3  njjiy  rw.  But  it  is  not  certain  that  the  author  could  so  have  ex¬ 
pressed  himself.  As  confessed  by  We.,  n.i xz'  occurs  only  in  the  Iiexateuch 
and  Eccles.  It  is  besides  a  technical  term  conveying  a  distinction  not  empha¬ 
sized  before  the  Priestcode;  nor  is  it  certain  that  mw  is  the  original  of  the 
Greek  word  found  here  which  represents  in  various  passages  six  different 
Hebrew  words.  In  this  uncertainty  the  conjecture  of  Kl.  adopted  by  Bu. 
becomes  attractive,  to  wit :  that  the  original  Greek  phrase  was :  ical  Saol/A 
r/yvicrev  ayvelav.  Bu.  restores  in  his  text  in  I'M  citing  Num.  6lffh  But, 

as  he  himself  says,  usage  would  favour  nj  vu  (or  better  iu  nn) 
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cf.  2  S.  158  Is.  1951.  —  is  pointed  as  if  from  Ss',  he  behaved  foolishly.  But 
this  does  not  agree  with  the  context,  so  that  we  should  read  btm  from  nSx : 
he  caused  the  people  to  swear,  like  y'3U>n  below.  —  ty'xn  mu]  Dt.  2715  Jer.  n3. 

—  'DDpJl]  generally  with  2,  as  in  1825  Jd.  157;  with  ]D  Is.  I24.  In  the  latter 
case  the  vengeance  is  a  satisfaction  taken  from  the  enemy.  On  the  tense  cf. 
Dr.,  Tenses3,  p.  134.  —  25.  The  text  is  corrupt,  probably  beyond  restoration. 

—  nyo  1N2  ■pNrrVai]  is  impossible,  whether  we  understand  yp  of  a  forest  or 
of  a  honeycomb,  for  the  simple  reason  that  ytNn  is  never  used  for  the  people 
of  the  land;*  —  fncrSm]  may  be  a  corruption  of  oyn_172i  though  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  a  scribe  could  make  this  mistake  here.  If  so,  the  words  will  be  a 
duplicate  of  the  □yrr-’n  in  the  preceding  verse;  (5  /cal  iracra  y  yy  ypiora  seems 
to  duplicate  the  whole  preceding  clause  except  the  negative,  and  this  is  repre¬ 
sented  in  l.  The  only  thing  which  is  in  place  is  a  statement  that  all  the  land 
produced  honey  or  that  all  the  land  flowed  with  honey.  But  none  of  the 
efforts  to  put  this  into  the  text  are  satisfactory.  We.,  Bu.,  Dr.,  Ki.  leave  out 
the  whole  clause,  making  the  verse  consist  only  of  mw  ’JiT?y  mn  nyi,  and 
there  was  honeycomb  on  the  face  of  the  field.  This  is  perhaps  the  best  that  can 
be  done.  —  26.  con  tftn  rum]  must  be  intended  to  mean  and  there  was  a  flow 
of  honey  ;  but  qSn  in  the  only  other  passage  in  which  it  occurs  means  a  way¬ 
farer,  2  S.  124.  The  change  of  pointing  to  (Th.)  is  now  generally 
adopted,  and  as  its  consequence  the  further  emendation  of  to  mi,  its 
bees,  evidently  the  original  of  XaXuv  <3-  That  the  honey  was  deserted  of  its 
bees  made  it  especially  tempting  to  the  hungry  people.  It  is  not  yet  ex¬ 
plained,  to  be  sure,  why  the  bees  should  have  deserted  their  post.  J'»D  is  to 
be  read  two  with  ©01,  cf.  v.27  (Kl.).  —  njnpn]  perhaps  to  be  corrected  to 
mm  nystp  with  ©. —  27.  mj’]  the  nomen  unitatis  of  iy  is  my.  njNim  Kt.  : 
n:iNm  Qre ;  the  latter  is  evidently  to  be  preferred,  cf.  iin  v.29.  —  28.  oyn  qy;] 
can  mean  only :  the  people  were  exhausted,  a  statement  that  interrupts  the 
sense,  whether  supposed  to  be  spoken  to  Jonathan,  or  an  explanation  by  the 
author.  If  anything  is  in  place  here  it  is  something  completing  the  informa¬ 
tion  given,  like  oyn  iyi,  the  people  testified  to  the  oath  when  Saul  laid  it  upon 
them,  perhaps  by  saying  amen.  Or  we  might  read  oyo  iyi,  and  he  called  the 
people  to  witness,  that  is,  Saul  did  (cf.  1  K.  242),  when  he  laid  the  objurgation 
upon  them.  Something  like  this  seems  to  have  been  the  idea  of  Josephus 
{Ant.  VI.  VI.  3),  when  he  says  that  Jonathan  did  not  hear  the  curse  nor  the 
approbation  the  multitude  gave  it.  ©  reads  ym-,  an  easy  corruption  of  iyi. 
The  two  words  are  thrown  out,  as  a  marginal  gloss  which  has  crept  into  the 
text,  by  We.,  al.  Another  reading  suggested  by  Josephus  is  oyts  pi",  he  left 
off  eating,  which  would  be  entirely  in  place  at  the  beginning  of  the  next  sen¬ 
tence.  ©  also  connects  its  /cal  iyvin  [Tau/a0av]  with  the  following.  —  29.  no>] 
Gen.  3430  Jos.  618  725  Jd.  ii33. — ini]  read  ntn  with  ©  (We.).  — 30.  '3  qn] 
emphatic  introduction  to  what  follows,  making  a  climax :  ‘  I  have  been  re- 


*  Dr.  points  to  one  instance,  2  S.  1523:  all  the  land  was  weeping  aloud.  But 
there  also  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  text  is  sound. 


freshed  by  eating  a  little  honey;  how  t/iuch  more  if  the  people  had  eaten 
would  they  have  been  refreshed.’  He  changes  the  construction,  however,  and 
instead  of  saying  ‘they  would  have  been  refreshed’  states  the  consequence  of 
the  refreshment  ‘  there  would  have  been  great  slaughter.’  —  nny  13]  intro¬ 
duces  the  apodosis  after  nr.  But  in  this  case  we  must  omit  the  Nb  which 
follows,  and  in  this  we  have  the  authority  of  ©.  The  change  to  xSn  makes  an 
awkward  sentence.  Or  possibly  xb  represents  the  affirmative  particle  of  which 
we  have  traces  elsewhere.  —  nan]  read  nann  ©,  notice  the  n  which  precedes. 

—  31.  The  first  half  of  the  verse  is  difficult  as  it  stands,  because  it  seems  to 

speak  of  a  success  such  as  even  Jonathan  would  approve.  But  the  narrator 
would  hardly  contradict  himself  so  directly.  The  only  way  of  fitting  the  words 
into  the  context  is  to  throw  out  Ninn  ova  (or  correct  it  to  ovn)  and  make  the 
sentence  a  part  of  Jonathan’s  speech  :  and  they  would  have  smitten  the  Philis¬ 
tines  [to-day]  from  MicAmash  to  Aijalon.  The  only  alternative  seems  to  be 
to  throw  out  the  whole  clause  (We.,  Cotnp.  p.  248).  ©  relieves  us  of  the  diffi¬ 

culty  so  far  as  to  omit  Aijalon  and  to  read  t^nona  for  it’ dddd.  But  the  narrator 
hardly  supposes  the  whole  day’s  fighting  to  be  confined  to  Michmash.  Bu. 
adopts  this,  and  also  adopts  from  Kl.  nbi7n  -17  for  njb'N.  But  in  this  case  it 
would  be  better  to  take  over  the  whole  of  Kl.’s  conjecture  nb'Sn  t;  it’Divn  orro. 
The  insecurity  of  our  footing  must  be  obvious.  On  the  site  of  Aijalon,  Robin¬ 
son,  BP2,  111.  p.  145,  GASmith,  Geog.  pp.  210,  250  f.,  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  198  who 
refers  to  Guerin,  Judee,  I.  290.  Cf.  also  Moore,  Judges,  p.  53  f.  —  ojin  qv'i] 
pointed  as  if  from  rpjt,  cf.  Jd.  421,  the  more  usual  form  is  t]?’,  and  we  should 
probably  point  The  clause  resumes  the  narrative. —32.  Kt.  :  taji'i 

Qre  is  doubtless  to  be  preferred,  cf.  1 519.  Kl.  defends  the  Kt.  deriving  it  from 
tiny  a  rare  verb  of  uncertain  meaning;  icdl  eieA'idr)  ©B  points  to  D'l  which  favours 
the  Qre,  which  is  also  directly  rendered  by  @L.  The  verb  is  perhaps  denomina¬ 
tive  from  tfl'ji  a  bird  of  prey.  bStr  Kt. :  bbtpn  Qre,  again  to  be  preferred.  —  -itantP'i 
runs]  cf.  nxiN  naatt  2  S.  222.  —  tniT1??]  is  probably  the  original  phrase,  Lev. 
1926  Ex.  128,  and  □-irrb,x  v.34  is  to  be  corrected  accordingly.  tnrnnN  proposed 
by  Th.  is  not  superior  though  we  can  hardly  call  it  un-Hebraic,  cf.  Lev.  1710. 

—  33.  vi'J'i]  the  undefined  subject  is  DH'JDn.  —  D'Ntan]  on  the  pointing  Ges.26 
§  74  i.  □ 'an  is  given  by  Ginsburg  as  the  Qre.  —  battb]  for  this  gerundial  con¬ 
struction  cf.  Dav., Syntax,  §93,  other  examples  are  i2lr-19 195  2020.  —  anu i]you 
deal  treacherously  does  not  seem  to  be  the  verb  called  for.  ©  finds  the  name  of 
a  place  Gittaim,  of  which  we  have  no  other  trace  in  this  region.  Perhaps  a'n'taS 
would  be  in  place.  Kl.’s  reconstruction  is  too  ingenious.  —  ann]  must  be  cor¬ 
rected  to  abn  with  ©  (Th.).  —  34.  This  command  is  evidently  directed  to  those 
immediately  about  the  king  and  strengthens  the  case  for  D'TUD1?  in  the  preced¬ 
ing  verse.  For  'Sn  :  EvravOadt);  Kl.  conjectures  nin'  bs*  for  which  much  may  be 
said  and  I  have  adopted  it.  —  nra]  can  hardly  be  upon  this  stone;  more  proba¬ 
bly  in  this  place.  —  onbato]  seems  wanting  in  ©  and  is  in  fact  superfluous.  — 
H'3  nw  U”n]  we  should  expect  the  sheep  to  be  added  as  above;  read  "UPN  tf'N 
rr>2  with  ©  (Th.,  ah).  —  nb'bn]  lacking  in  ©B,  inserted  by  ©L  at  the  end  of 
the  verse.  Kl.  followed  by  Bu.  corrects  to  n'n'S,  which  is,  in  fact,  what  we 
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need.  Some  reader  zealous  for  the  Law  changed  it  as  in  p?,  while  another 
left  it  out  as  in  ©.  — 35.  The  appropriateness  of  this  addition  to  the  narrative 
is  apparent  only  if  we  identify  the  altar  here  spoken  of  with  the  great  stone 
already  mentioned.  Had  the  author  meant  to  make  it  something  additional 
he  would  have  said  Saul  built  there  an  altar  (as  is  actually  rendered  by  £). 
The  building  of  altars  is  a  mark  of  piety  in  the  patriarchs,  Gen.  820  127  1318 
2625  (all  J)  and  35’  (E).  We  have  no  reason  to  interpret  otherwise  in  the 
case  of  Saul.  The  supposition  that  the  altar  was  built  as  a  monument  —  non 
cultus  causa,  honoris  ergo  —  is  excusable  in  Schm.,  but  hardly  so  in  Keil.  — 
mu]  must  be  circumstantial:  with  it  he  began  the  building  of  altars.  —  ruaS 
rote]  the  plural  of  the  noun  is  not  required,  cf.  Gen.  io8 :  he  was  the  first 
to  become  a  tyrant,  and  probably  Gen.  920  :  Noah  was  the  first  husbandman. 

36-46.  The  penalty  of  the  broken  taboo.  —  Saul  proposes  to 
renew  the  attack  on  the  Philistines,  but  at  the  priest’s  suggestion 
first  seeks  counsel  of  Yahweh.  The  oracle  is  silent ;  whereupon 
Saul  concludes  that  the  vow  laid  upon  the  people  has  been  broken, 
and  he  takes  measures  to  discover  the  guilty  party.  The  sacred 
lot  is  cast  first  between  Saul  with  his  house  on  one  side,  and  the 
people  on  the  other;  then  between  Saul  and  his  son.  Jonathan 
is  discovered  to  be  the  guilty  person,  and  is  condemned  to  death 
by  Saul.  But  the  people,  recognizing  that  the  victory  of  the  day 
is  owing  to  Jonathan,  revolt  against  the  decision  and  ransom  him. 
This  closes  the  incident. 

The  section  is  the  necessary  conclusion  of  what  precedes. 
There  the  vow  has  been  registered  and  its  violation  recorded. 
Jonathan  confesses  his  guilt  in  the  terms  already  used  in  describ¬ 
ing  his  unwitting  trespass.  In  fact,  the  culmination  of  the  story 
is  found  in  Saul’s  Brutus-like  sentence  of  his  own  son,  and  in 
Jonathan’s  noble  willingness  to  die.  The  older  commentators  were 
much  exercised  by  the  question  whether  Jonathan  was  really  bound 
by  an  adjuration  of  which  he  was  ignorant.  In  the  sense  of  the 
Biblical  writer,  he  was  so  bound.  Nor  can  we  seriously  question 
that,  to  the  Biblical  writer,  the  reason  for  Yahweh’s  refusal  to 
answer  Saul  was  his  anger  at  Jonathan’s  transgression  —  though 
the  commentators  have  ingeniously  avoided  this  conclusion,  and 
have  tried  to  shift  the  guilt  from  Jonathan  to  Saul. 

36-46.  Doubts  have  been  expressed  as  to  the  section  being  a  part  of  the 
original  narrative,  and  it  is  true  that  v.35  reads  like  the  conclusion  of  a  chapter 
in  the  history.  But  the  account  of  the  vow  of  Saul  and  of  Jonathan’s  trans- 
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gression  is  not  complete  without  the  present  sequel.  If  necessary  to  choose, 
it  would  be  better  to  strike  out  v.85  than  to  dispense  with  s6-46.  We.,  who 
holds  this  to  be  foreign  to  the  genuine  context  (  Comp .  p.  248),  is  well  answered 
by  Bu.  (. RS .  p.  206). 

36.  Saul  makes  a  proposition :  Let  us  go  down  after  the  Philis¬ 
tines  by  night  and  smite  them\  reading  with  Bu. ;  the  received  text, 
let  us  plunder  among  them,  is  weak.  The  people  agree,  but  the 
priest  advises  consultation  of  the  oracle  :  let  us  draw  near  hither 
to  God~\  Ex.  169  Zeph.  The  initiative  of  the  priest  may  be 
accounted  for  by  his  knowledge  of  the  transgression.  The  emen¬ 
dation  of  the  text  to  make  Saul  the  subject  is  arbitrary,  though 
Josephus  gives  the  initiative  to  the  king.  —  37.  Saul  asks  of  God 
in  the  customary  form  —  here  a  double  question,  but  one  that 
admits  only  the  answer  yes  or  no,  cf.  308.  From  the  form  of  the 
question  it  is  probable  that  the  oracle  answered  by  the  sacred  lot. 

—  But  he  did  not  answer  him  that  day~\  how  the  priest  discovered 
Yahweh’s  refusal  to  answer,  we  are  not  told.  —  38.  Saul,  with  his 
usual  promptness,  takes  immediate  steps  to  discover  the  occasion 
of  the  divine  wrath.  He  issues  the  order :  Come  hither,  all  the 
cornerstones  of  the  people!^  the  chief  men  are  called  by  this  name 
Jd.  202  Is.  1913.  —  And  know  and  see  wherein  is  this  sin  to-day\  or 
more  probably  in  whom  is  this  sin.  Abstractly  considered,  the 
fault  might  be  in  a  thing  as  well  as  in  a  person,  but  as  Saul’s 
measures  look  towards  the  discovery  of  a  person,  it  is  natural  that 
he  should  express  himself  accordingly.  —  39.  Saul  solemnly  pro¬ 
tests  that  the  offender  shall  not  be  spared  :  By  the  life  of  Yahweh 
who  delivers  Israel^  that  is,  who  is  habitually  Israel’s  deliverer; 
though  it  be  I  or  Jonathan  my  son,  he  shall  be  put  to  death ]  the 
conjectural  reading  represented  here  will  be  defended  in  the  criti¬ 
cal  note.  The  silence  of  the  people  shows  that  they  appreciate 
the  gravity  of  the  situation. — 40.  Arrangements  are  made  for 
casting  the  lot  by  the  division  of  all  present  into  two  parties.  On 
one  side  are  the  people  at  large,  on  the  other  Saul  and  Jonathan, 
they  being  the  only  members  of  the  royal  family  who  are  present. 
The  arrangement,  proposed  by  Saul,  is  consented  to  by  the  people. 

—  41.  The  sacred  lot  is  cast  in  accordance  with  Saul’s  prayer  pre¬ 
served  for  us  in  (©  :  And  Saul  said:  Yahweh,  God  of  Israel,  why 
hast  thou  not  answered  thy  servant  this  day  ?  If  the  guilt  be  in 
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me  or  in  Jonathan  my  son,  Yahweh,  God  of  Israel,  give  Urim ;  but 
if  thus  thou  say:  It  is  in  my  people  Israel;  give  Thummim.  The 
arguments  for  adopting  this  text  are  :  (i)  the  improbability  of  its 
being  invented  by  a  late  author;  (2)  the  difficulty  of  making 
sense  of  the  received  text ;  (3)  the  loss  by  homeoteleuton  is  very 
probable ;  (4)  the  word  O’fcn  alone  would  not  suggest  the  inser¬ 
tion;  (5)  only  by  supposing  something  of  this  kind  to  have  been 
originally  in  the  text,  can  we  account  for  the  statement  that  Saul 
and  Jonathan  were  taken.  If,  as  these  considerations  make  ex¬ 
tremely  probable,  this  is  a  part  of  the  original  text  of  Samuel,  it 
is  one  of  the  most  important  contributions  of  (3  to  the  restoration 
of  that  text,  and  to  our  knowledge  of  Hebrew  antiquity.  The 
Urim  and  Thummim  were  known  by  name  to  the  post- exilic 
writers,  but  the  method  of  their  use  had  been  forgotten.  The 
only  early  references  are  1  S.  28s  where  Urim  is  mentioned  as  one 
method  of  revelation,  and  Dt.  33s  where  Urim  and  Thummim  are 
attributed  to  the  tribe  of  Levi.  The  present  text  describes  them 
more  exactly  than  any  of  these.  Urim  and  Thummim  were  two 
objects  used  in  the  lot  —  perhaps  stones  of  different  colours  —  one 
of  which  gave  the  affirmative,  the  other  gave  the  negative  answer 
to  a  question  put  in  the  form  already  indicated.  In  this  case  : 
Saul  and  Jonathan  were  taken  and  the  people  escaped.  — 42.  The 
text  seems  to  have  suffered  here  also  :  And  Saul  said:  Cast 
between  me  and  Jonathan  my  son;  and  Jonathan  was  taken ]  the 
abruptness  of  the  statement  is  contrary  to  analogy.  again  comes 
to  our  help  and  may  plead  the  presumption  that  the  same  cause 
which  mutilated  the  preceding  verse  affected  this  also.  It  reads  : 
And  Saul  said:  Cast  between  me  and  Jonathan!  Whom  Yahweh 
shall  take  shall  die.  And  the  people  said  to  Saul:  It  shall  not  be 
so  !  But  Saul  prevailed  over  the  people,  and  they  cast  the  lot 
between  him  and  Jonathan  his  son,  and  Jonathan  was  takeii\  the 
added  feature  of  the  protest  of  the  people  is  too  original  to  be  a 
Greek  expansion  of  the  text.  —  43.  Jonathan  confesses  in  response 
to  his  father’s  question  :  I  did  indeed  taste  a  bit  of  honey  with  the 
end  of  the  staff  which  I  carried.  Here  I  am  !  I  am  ready  to  die~\ 
the  last  words  are  not  a  complaint  at  his  fate,  but  express  a  heroic 
willingness  to  meet  it.  So  Josephus  correctly  understands  it : 
“  Jonathan  was  not  dismayed  at  this  threat  of  death,  but  submit- 
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ting  nobly  and  magnanimously,  he  said  :  I  do  not  ask  you  to  spare 
me,  Father;  death  is  all  the  sweeter  to  me,  coming  in  connexion 
with  your  piety  and  after  a  brilliant  victory.”  *  Jonathan’s  spirit 
is  comparable  to  that  displayed  by  Jephthah’s  daughter,  Jd.  n36. — 
44.  Saul  pronounces  the  sentence,  confirming  it  by  an  oath  :  So  do 
God  to  me  and  so  again  —  thou  shalt  die,  Jofiathan  /]  the  impreca¬ 
tion  as  in  317.  —  45.  The  people  interfere  and  deliver  Jonathan: 
Shall  Jonathan  die  who  has  wrought  this  great  deliverance  for 
Israel?  Jonathan’s  bold  attack  upon  the  enemy  was  the  beginning 
of  the  victory,  and  without  it  the  victory  would  not  have  been  ob¬ 
tained.  By  the  life  of  Yahweh,  there  shall  not  fall  a  hair  of  his 
head^\  1  K.  i52,  cf.  2  S.  1411. — For  he  has  wrought  with  God ]  the 
sense  is,  apparently,  that  if  God  was  so  well  pleased  with  Jonathan 
as  to  give  him  the  victory,  he  cannot  now  require  his  death.  As  this 
is  a  non  sequitur,  possibly  the  text  has  been  obscured.  —  The  people 
ransomed  Jonathan^  by  substituting  one  of  themselves  —  so  Ew. 
and  We.  suppose.  Driver  points  out  that  ransom  by  an  animal 
substitute  was  allowed  by  comparatively  early  laws,  Ex.  1313'15  3420, 
so  that  we  cannot  be  absolutely  certain.  —  46.  Of  further  pursuit 
there  could  be  no  thought.  Hence  Saul  went  up  from  pursuing 
the  Philistines,  and  the  Philistines  went  to  their  own  country ]  the 
narrative  reaches  a  pause  with  this  verse,  but  the  same  document 
is  continued  in  v.52. 

36.  nT2j]  on  the  form,  Ges.26  §  67  dd;  Stade,  Gram.  §  137  a,  584  <r.  This 
verb,  however,  is  not  the  one  we  expect  here,  as  Saul  evidently  means  more 
than  plundering,  for  he  does  not  want  to  leave  one  retraining.  As  ©  renders 
the  same  word  we  are  thrown  upon  conjecture;  and  of  the  various  conjectures 
the  simplest  is  non  (Bu.),  cf.  n11  Jos.  1 114.  —  ikim]  pointed  as  a  jussive  (a 
rare  instance),  Dr.,  Tensed’,  §  50,  Obs.;  Ges.26  §  48^,  note  2,  log  d;  cf. 
2  S.  1712.  The  space  after  remarked  in  the  Massoretic  note,  is  probably 
a  trace  of  a  different  verse  division.  — ' lji  pan  nONU]  Bu.  proposes  to  restore 
-iiBNn  ns  oSn  nanpn  paS  intoi  (making  Saul  the  subject),  constructed  after 
the  analogy  of  the  restored  v.18.  But  ©  agrees  with  %  and  the  sense  is  good. 
If  any  change  is  needed,  the  clause  might  be  stricken  out,  with  j&.  Against 
its  originality  may  be  urged  anp  (instead  of  tt'JJ,  used  elsewhere  in  this  narra¬ 
tive). _ 37.  iru;j]  ©L  adds  tcvpios. —  38.  WJ]  the  form  occurs  three  times; 

recession  of  the  accent  on  account  of  the  following  monosyllable  (?  cf.  Ges.26 
66  c).  ©  seems  to  have  read  wun.  —  nufl]  (pu\ds  ©L.  —  nna]  probably  to  be 
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emended  to  ’D2  with  ©,  Th.,  We.,  Bu.,  Kl.,  Dr.,  Ki.- — 39.  run  win]  the  dis¬ 
tinction  made  by  the  punctuators  between  'n  and  'n  in  such  expressions  is  arti¬ 
ficial,  and  intended  to  disguise  the  fact  that  men  swore  by  the  life  of  Yahweh, 
cf.  203,  2  S.  1521,  where  the  two  forms  are  found  side  by  side.  —  iJU”]  is  con¬ 
fessedly  a  difficult  form.  It  occurs  Dt.  2914,  where  the  analogy  of  UJ’tt  in  the 
second  half  of  the  verse  suggests  that  we  should  point  -ub»,  also  1  S.  2323 
Est.  38.  In  the  present  passage  Th.  proposes  to  read  rw,  on  the  ground 
that  the  antecedent  is  nxan,  and  this  seems  confirmed  by  anoKpiOr}  3,  which 
would  represent  njp'.  But  the  analogy  of  the  following  verses  suggests  that  the 
original  was  in  '2  it”,  a  combination  that  might  give  rise  to  if  one  or  two 
letters  became  illegible.  This  is  the  conjecture  of  KL,  and  2  is  quite  in  place 
as  the  beth  essentiae.  —  40.  ■\2jjS]  els  Sou \dav  <3  is  an  obvious  error,  but  shows 
a  Hebrew  original.- — 41.  bx]  is  an  erroneous  insertion,  mm  being  part  of  the 
vocative. — 3'Dn  D2n]  all  attempts  to  make  sense  of  the  words  as  they  stand 
are  vain:  Give  a  perfect  {lot )  would  be  impertinent;  show  the  right  does  vio¬ 
lence  to  the  words.  The  text  of  <3,  apparently  best  preserved  by  ©L,  retrans¬ 
lated  into  Hebrew  gives:  in  '2  dn  avn  -p2)TnN  mjy  nS  na1?  Staii”  viPn  mm 
D'Dn  mn  pyn  dj>2  icNn  22  dni  onw  run  viSn  mm  pyn  ^2  ;nji'2.  The 

only  difficulty  with  this  is,  that  the  eye  of  a  scribe  would  not  be  so  likely  to 
mistake  the  second  nnn  for  the  first,  as  if  the  same  word  preceded  both.  The 
reading  of  B  in  the  second  half  of  the  verse  is  confused,  but  it  supplies  Ssmm 
before  the  second  run,  so  that  the  probable  reading  was  S.NTm  id>’2,  instead  of 
the  simple  072  given  above.  After  Ewald,  who  directs  in  general  to  ‘  complete 
the  text  from  the  LXX  ’  ( GVI .3  III.  p.  51,  E.Tr.  III.  p.  36),  this  reading  is 
accepted  by  Th.,  We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  Ki.  We.  conjectures  Stnc”  paj!2  utm  dni  as  the 
opening  of  the  second  half  of  the  sentence,  and  is  followed  by  Dr.,  Bu.,  Ki. 
Absolute  conformity  of  the  two  parts  of  the  prayer  is,  however,  not  necessary, 
and  iend  ri2  dn  seems  more  vivid,  and  therefore  more  likely  to  be  original. 
Keil,  followed  by  Erdm.,  argues  against  the  whole  insertion,  and  so  does  Kl.  — 
42.  The  plus  of  ©  in  this  verse  is  contained,  with  slight  variations,  in  ABL, 
and  is  testified  by  the  asterisk  of  Origen.  one  of  the  few  cases  in  which  the 
Hexaplar  signs  have  come  down  to  us  in  the  Books  of  Samuel.  The  retro¬ 
version  of  Bu.  needs  no  correction  unless  (with  L  and  Hex.)  we  read  run  1222 
instead  of  run  12m.  (For  k.  KaraKparTicrt  2.  toO  A aov  either  cynn  .  .  .  prmi, 
cf.  1750,  or  Djn  pirn,  Dt.  2225.)  Insert  therefore  after  'J2  the  words  T2’N  hn 
p2i  ij'2  oy2  SiNti’  ptn'i  ntn  1222  mm  nS  oyn  ncx'i  niD’  mn>  i2L"1 

122  jnjv.  The  resemblance  between  'J2  jnjn  and  U2  jn:n  accounts  for  the 
omission.  The  emendation,  made  by  Th.,  is  rejected  by  We.,  on  the  ground 
that  to  interrupt  the  decision  of  Yahweh  is  irreligious  and  the  uncertainty 
intolerable.  But  the  people  may  well  have  seen  that  the  result  could  be  only 
the  loss  either  of  Jonathan  or  of  Saul,  and  have  been  willing  rather  to  bear 
the  wrath  of  Yahweh  than  to  face  this  certain  loss.  The  emendation  is  ac¬ 
cepted  by  Kl.,  Bu.;  not  noticed  by  Dr.  and  Ki.  —  43.  'nnyta  ajra]  the  adver¬ 
bial  infinitive  throws  emphasis  upon  the  root  idea  of  the  verb  ‘  I  tasted  a  little 
honey.’  As  it  is  here  a  confession  oi  transgression,  in  which  there  was  no 
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question  of  less  or  more,  we  should  probably  understand  it  to  be  an  out-and- 
out  affirmation,  and  not  intended  to  contrast  tasting  with  eating,  as  though  in 
mitigation.  —  mn]  (55L  and  3L  read  mm. —  44.  nifjn  no]  must  have  after  it 
as  indicated  by  <55lLS.  The  omission  was  probably  made  from  superstitious 
dread  on  the  part  of  the  scribe  who  would  not  write  an  imprecation  upon 
himself  (We.,  who  cites  25s2,  where  an  imprecation  upon  David  has  been 
obscured  for  the  same  reason).  So  the  Arab  writer  changes  a  denunciation 
of  the  person  present  (in  his  narrative)  to  a  denunciation  of  ‘  the  remote.’ 
The  formula  is  found  in  317.  At  the  end  of  the  verse  jnjn  :  o-fipepov  <55 AB; 
cppepov  luivadav  <3h.  The  unusual  place  of  the  vocative  is  an  argument 
against  ftj,  and  it  might  also  be  pleaded  that  the  determination  of  Saul  to 
placate  the  deity  at  once  is  something  that  should  be  brought  out.  But  the 
pathos  of  the  sentence  is  greater  as  read  in  and  the  change  to  onn  more 
likely  than  the  reverse.  The  case  is  a  difficult  one  to  decide,  but  on  the  whole 
p]  has  the  advantage  (so  We.,  Bu.,  Kl.).  —  45.  n^vi*'n]  would  be  sufficient 
without  qualification,  as  is  felt  by  which  reads  simply :  who  hath  wrought 
deliverance  for  Israel.  —  nS'Vn]  is  lacking  in  @B.  The  insertion  is  easily 
accounted  for  by  the  context  (Kl.,  Bu.),  and  superfluous.  —  ax]  is  used  in 
oaths  with  the  negative  sense.  —  myii’D]  the  use  of  p  is  explained  by  Dr., 
Notes,  p.  91.  It  would  not  be  extravagant  hyperbole  (to  the  Oriental  mind) 
to  take  it  as  partitive :  ‘  There  shall  not  fall  [even  a  fraction]  of  a  hair.’  — 
ntyp  D’nbx  oy  ’3]  should  mean  in  this  context :  for  on  the  side  of  God  he  wrought. 
The  construction  is,  however,  awkward,  and  (3  had  a  different  text :  oti  eA eov 
deov  Inoiriaev  :  oVi  6  Aabs  tov  6eov  iico'i'pirev  (55AB.  One  of  these  is  prob¬ 
ably  corrupted  from  the  other,  and  possibly  both  go  back  to  the  pronunciation 
□V  for  Djr.  For  God  will  be  gracious  this  day  is  nearly  what  we  require :  ’3 
ovn  o'hSn  diu\  Kl.  proposes  d'hSn  Dm  '3  — for  the  mercy  of  God  hath  made 
this  day.  But  it  is  difficult  to  justify  this  by  the  facts,  for  this  day  is  not  the 
day  of  the  battle  but  the  day  following.  —  no'i]  means  they  ransomed :  ral 
npoariv^aro  <g  would  point  to  There  can  scarcely  be  a  doubt  that  is 

original. 

47-51.  Summary  of  Saul’s  activity.  —  The  paragraph  is  a 
summary  such  as  we  find  in  2  S.  20 23~26.  The  latter  paragraph 
seems  to  have  been  originally  the  conclusion  of  one  history  of 
David.  It  should  be  noted  that  our  section  does  not  make  any 
chronological  attempt,  such  as  we  find  in  the  framework  of  the 
Books  of  Kings  For  this  reason  we  should  probably  date  it  early, 
as  compared  with  other  redactional  insertions.  The  author’s  idea 
of  Saul’s  conquests  also  points  to  a  time  before  the  figure  of  David 
had  received  the  prominence  which  it  has  in  the  greater  part  of 
the  historical  books.  Not  improbably  this  section  was  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  the  life  of  Saul,  from  which  came  chapters  9.  10.  11.  13.  14 
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in  their  original  form.  In  this  case  it  may  have  stood  after  1623, 
from  which  place  it  was  removed  by  the  editor  who  wished  to 
conclude  the  account  of  Saul’s  successes  before  going  on  to  relate 
his  rejection. 

47-51.  As  to  the  character  of  the  section,  the  critics  are  agreed;  as  to  its 
age  there  is  some  difference  of  opinion.  The  similar  closing  formula  for  the 
life  of  Samuel  (yM-i®)  reminds  us  of  those  we  find  in  the  Book  of  Judges.  In 
regard  to  David  we  have  like  data  given  2  S.  32'5  and  513-16,  both  which  give 
the  names  of  David’s  family,  as  well  as  2  S.  2023-26  which  originally  closed  an 
account  of  David’s  life.  For  Solomon  also  we  can  point  out  a  much  more 
extended  panegyric,  but  one  which  is  in  substance  equivalent  to  our  section, 
in  1  K.  41-514.  There  seems  to  be  no  inherent  improbability  in  the  supposition 
that  such  a  panegyric  was  composed  by  the  author  who  has  just  given  the 
account  of  Saul’s  piety  (cf.  Kuenen,  HCO1.  p.  381).  The  theory  of  We. 
{Comp.  247)  is  that  the  panegyric  marks  (in  the  mind  of  the  editor)  the  close 
of  Saul’s  rightful  reign,  and  this  is  adopted  by  Co.,  Einl3.  p.  100.  This  is 
probably  the  reason  for  the  insertion  of  the  section  in  his  place.  But  we  can 
hardly  suppose  that  an  editor  who  knew  no  more  of  Saul’s  successes  than  is 
contained  in  what  has  preceded,  and  who  moreover  regarded  him  as  rejected 
of  Yahweh,  could  write  such  a  panegyric.  The  resemblance  to  the  *  prag¬ 
matic  ’  sections  of  the  Book  of  Judges  affirmed  by  Bu.  ( RS .  p.  206  f.)  seems 
less  marked  than  he  would  make  it.  Bonk  (. De  Davide,  p.  53,  and  ZATIV. 
XI.  p.  143)  finds  here  a  fragment  from  a  source  which  has  not  appeared  up  to 
this  point  —  a  history  of  the  family  of  Saul.  Ki.  (  GH .  II.  p.  29)  declares  for 
an  independent  but  late  source,  cf.  also  Dr.,  LOT3,  p.  173. 

Properly  there  are  two  paragraphs,  —  one  giving  a  summary  of 
Saul’s  wars,  the  other  containing  the  names  of  his  family.  —  47.  So 
Saul  took  the  kingdom  over  Israel  and  fought  on  all  sides  against 
all  his  enemies ]  the  enemies  of  Israel  seem  to  be  in  the  author’s 
mind.  The  enumeration  of  them  gives  the  same  names  which  we 
find  in  the  account  of  David’s  wars,  2  S.  8  and  elsewhere :  Moab 
and  the  Bne  Ammon,  and  Edom  atid  Beth  Rehob~\  as  0  author¬ 
izes  us  to  read.  —  The  king  of  Soba ]  seems  also  natural,  as  in  0, 
rather  than  the  kings  of  Soba  Beth  Rehob  and  Soba  were 
both  Aramaean  states  in  the  Lebanon  region.  Rather  curiously 
the  Philistines  come  last  in  the  list.  —  And  wherever  he  turned 
he  was  victorious ]  on  the  emendation,  see  the  critical  note. — 
48.  Especial  mention  of  the  expedition  against  Amalek  :  A?id  he 
gathered  an  army  and  smote  Amalek~\  the  translation  rather  forces 
the  text.  In  case  it  is  not  accepted,  we  must  join  the  opening 
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clause  with  the  preceding,  making  it  read  :  And  wherever  he  turned 
he  was  victorious  and  did  valiantly.  The  next  sentence  will  then 
be  :  And  he  smote  Amalek  and  delivered  Israel  from  the  hand  of 
his  plunderer]  it  is  evident  that  the  author  has  present  stress 
rather  than  a  historic  occasion  in  mind  as  furnishing  a  motive  for 
Saul.  This  shows  the  difference  between  his  point  of  view  and 
that  of  chapter  15.  —  49.  The  family  of  Saul  is  brought  before 
us  :  first,  his  sons  :  fonathan  and  Ishbaal]  so  we  are  authorized 
to  correct,  the  name  in  having  been  mutilated  for  religious 
reasons.  The  first  name  means  Yahweh  gave ;  the  second,  Man 
of  the  Lord,  Baal  having  been  used  quite  innocently  for  Yahweh 
in  this  period.  The  third  also  contains  a  name  of  Yahweh 
{Melek),  though  the  second  element  is  obscure.  All  three  testify 
to  the  piety  of  Saul.  Of  the  daughters’  names  Merab  is  obscure, 
Michal  possibly  the  same  which  appears  elsewhere  as  Michael.  — 
50.  His  wife  was  Ahinoam  daughter  of  Ahimaaz]  the  names  occur 
elsewhere.  The  general  of  the  army  was  Abner,  who  plays  a  more 
prominent  part  after  the  death  of  Saul  than  before.  He  was  son 
of  Ner,  uncle  of  Saul.  As  the  word  translated  uncle  is  of  some¬ 
what  wide  meaning,  the  author  proceeds  to  define  more  exactly. 
—  51.  Kish  the  father  of  Saul  and  Ner  the  father  of  Abner  were 
sons  of  Abiel ]  so  we  read  on  conjecture. 

52.  The  verse  joins  closely  to  v.4'5,  and  prepares  the  way  for 
1614,  where  David  is  received  into  Saul’s  staff.  —  The  war  was 
severe  against  the  Philistines  all  the  days  of  Saul]  the  author 
guards  against  the  impression  that  the  late  indecisive  campaign 
was  the  only  one.  —  And  whenever  Saul  saw  any  powerful  man 
or  any  vigorous  man,  he  would  attach  him  to  himself]  as  in  the 
case  of  David  which  follows. 

47.  no1?  Sn<zn]  the  order  of  the  words  indicates  the  opening  of  a  new  sec¬ 
tion.  After  Edom  <3,J  adds :  Kal  els  rov  patdpodfii,  evidently  intending  the 
Beth  Iiehob  mentioned  in  connexion  with  Sobah,  2  S.  io°.  The  name  has 
been  corrupted  in  ©B  to  0cu6edp.  The  text  is  emended  to  conform  to  @L  by 
Kl.,  and  the  emendation  is  adopted  by  Bu.  —  ’ttaa]  the  singular  number  was 
found  by  <3  and  is  doubtless  original.  —  ?’2n’]  seems  to  give  no  proper  sense 
in  this  connexion,  though  We.  compares  Syr.  am.  Hebrew  usage  allows 
only  the  meanings  to  convict  of  guilt,  or  to  act  wickedly.  <5  ead(er w  points  to 
w  which  was  nrst  suggested  by  Cappellus  ( Critica  Sacra,  p.  261),  and  is 
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now  generally  adopted.  — 48.  S'n  B^n]  and  he  wrought  mighty  deeds  as  in 
Num.  2413  Dt.  818.  Both  jo  and  2E  understand  the  expression  to  mean  he 
gathered  an  army  and  this  is  a  more  appropriate  introduction  to  the  mention 
of  Amalek.  S'n  yap  occurs  1  K.  201,  and  it  is  possible  that  'n  trj'i  may  be 
interpreted  in  this  sense,  cf.  Ezek.  28*,  thou  didst  acquire  might.  ■ —  moz’]  cf. 
231  Jd.  2U  with  Moore’s  note.  —  49.  'll!”]  occurs  also  Gen.  4617  and  is  evi¬ 
dently  a  corruption  of  VB’'  (vB’x)  =  mm  b’\x.  This  is  the  equivalent  of  Ish- 
baal  which  has  been  altered  in  the  other  direction  into  Ishbosheth.  The  actual 
name  was  Ish  baal  —  the  man  of  the  Lord.  The  identity  of  the  name  in  the 
text  with  Ishbosheth  was  affirmed  by  Ewald  ( G  VI 3.  III.  p.  148,  E.  Tr.  III. 
p.  108),  who  also  reconstructed  l'B>'  from  (5.  The  exact  state  of  the  case  was 
demonstrated  by  We.,  who  is  followed  by  Dr.  (with  some  reserve),  Bu.,  Ki. 
@L  adds  ical  'EitrfidaA  at  the  end  of  the  list. — -yri’'aL’C)  MeAx<cre55i  ©L.  In¬ 
stead  of  three  sons,  four  are  ascribed  to  Saul  in  312  (where  three  are  slain) 
and  1  Chr.  833  9s9. —  So'd]  MeAxoA  ©  and  t”aL,D  S  would  point  to  Sx'oSc,  cf. 
G.  4617.  —  50.  The  first  two  names  are  compounded  with  nx  (brother)  like  so 
many  which  have  come  down  to  us.  —  max]  occurs  elsewhere  in  the  shorter 
form  max.  —  51.  Sx'ax-p]  should  obviously  be  read  t’X'ax"'ja  as  is  indicated 
by  Josephus,  and  pointed  out  by  Th.  (followed  by  Kl.,  Dr.,  Ki.,  Bu.).  Only 
thus  do  we  get  what  belongs  here,  for  that  Kish  was  the  father  of  Saul  is 
already  known  to  us,  and  that  Ner  was  a  son  of  Abiel  throws  no  light  on  the 
situation  unless  we  know  who  Abiel  is. 

52.  nxm]  the  tense  indicates  what  was  repeatedly  or  habitually  done,  Dr., 
Tenses3,  §§  120,  148,  1.  With  inooxn  the  author  falls  back  into  the  narrative 
tense,  having  the  particular  instance  in  mind  rather  than  the  frequent  repeti¬ 
tion. 

XV.  The  rejection  of  Saul. —The  word  of  Yahweh  is  brought 
by  Samuel  to  Saul,  commanding  the  extermination  of  Amalek  on 
the  ground  of  what  that  people  did  to  Israel  in  the  Desert.  Saul 
therefore  gathers  an  army,  and  makes  the  campaign.  But  he 
succumbs  to  the  temptation  of  the  booty,  and  himself  spares  the 
king  of  Amalek,  besides  conniving  at  the  people’s  taking  the  best 
of  the  spoil  for  themselves.  Samuel  is  divinely  informed  of  the 
disobedience,  goes  to  meet  Saul,  and  rebukes  him.  Giving  no 
weight  to  the  king’s  excuses,  he  formally  announces  that  Yahweh 
has  rejected  him.  Saul  confesses  his  sin,  but  Samuel  persists  in 
his  sentence ;  and  when  his  garment  rends  in  the  grasp  of  Saul, 
he  interprets  the  event  as  a  sign  of  the  divine  decision  to  take 
away  the  kingdom.  Nevertheless  he  consents  to  pay  outward 
respect  to  the  king,  bowing  with  him  in  worship.  Samuel  then 
calls  for  Agag,  whom  he  puts  to  death  before  Yahweh. 
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The  first  thing  that  strikes  us  in  reading  this  account  is,  that  it 
makes  no  mention  of  an  earlier  rejection  of  Saul.  The  author 
does  not  intimate  that  this  is  a  second  test.  There  is  no  hint  that 
he  supposes  Saul  to  have  repented  of  his  former  sin  —  a  repent¬ 
ance  such  as  the  earlier  commentators  postulated,  in  order  to 
harmonize  the  two  accounts.  This  chapter,  like  134-15,  reads  as  if 
it  were  the  only  account  of  Saul’s  rejection.  But  the  common 
features  are  striking.  Gilgal  is  the  scene  of  both.  In  each,  Saul 
receives  a  command  from  Samuel.  In  each  he  disobeys  (though 
the  exact  manner  of  the  disobedience  in  134'15  is  obscure)  ;  in 
each  he  is  informed  that  his  kingdom  is  taken  from  him ;  in  each 
the  kingdom  is  said  to  have  been  given  to  another.  The  conclu¬ 
sion  is  obvious  :  though  the  two  accounts  are  taken  from  two  sep¬ 
arate  documents,  and  though  each  formed,  in  the  history  of  which 
it  was  a  part,  the  sole  account  of  the  rejection  of  Saul,  yet  they 
are  derived  from  a  common  tradition,  or  one  is  dependent  on  the 
other. 

Of  the  affiliations  of  the  present  section  we  can  have  no  doubt. 
It  belongs  with  chapters  1-3.  7.  8.  io17-25.  12.  The  position  of 
Samuel  is  the  same  as  in  those  sections.  Although  retired,  he  is 
still  the  organ  of  the  theocratic  administration.  Saul  is  still  under 
obligation  to  obey  his  commands.  Disobedience  to  Samuel  is 
disobedience  to  God,  and  is  punished  by  deposition.  This  iden¬ 
tity  of  view  is  accompanied  by  resemblance  of  language.  God  is 
Yahweh  Sabaoth  (152,  cf.  i311).  There  is  distinct  reference  to 
the  people’s  coming  up  out  of  Egypt  (156  88  io18)  ;  Samuel  cries 
to  Yahweh  (1511  f  128)  ;  Saul,  like  the  people,  is  reproached  with 
having  rejected  the  word  of  Yahweh  (1523  87).  Other  similarities 
will  show  themselves  in  the  detailed  examination  of  the  passage. 
We  must  suppose  the  story  to  belong  with  the  chapters  already 
named.  Taking  them  as  forming  a  single  history,  we  see  that  this 
is  really  the  climax.  The  document  gives  a  life  of  Samuel,  in 
which  Saul  has  a  prominent  part  to  be  sure,  but  a  part  which 
serves  to  set  off  the  glory  of  Samuel.  The  author  reckons  Samuel 
as  one  of  the  divinely  appointed  judges.  Saul’s  election  was  a 
mistake  from  the  beginning.  The  real  succession  passed  to  David. 
The  rebellious  demand  for  a  king  was  acceded  to  only  under  a 
protest  on  the  part  of  Yahweh  and  his  prophet.  An  unhappy 
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issue  was  looked  for  from  the  start.  Nor  was  it  long  delayed. 
The  very  first  time  that  Saul  was  put  to  the  test  he  failed. 

We  might,  indeed,  suppose  that  the  author  originally  gave  more 
of  Saul’s  exploits  than  have  been  preserved  to  us.  But,  as  he  has 
already  ascribed  the  Philistine  victory  to  Samuel,  he  probably  had 
little  else  to  give.  In  fact,  his  interest  in  Saul  was  not  such  as  to 
make  him  give  more.  As  we  have  already  seen,  he  was  probably 
dependent  on  the  other  (and  earlier)  document.  His  account  of 
Saul’s  rejection  is  a  free  reconstruction  and  expansion  of  138'15, 
designed  to  take  the  place  of  that  narrative,  and  to  make  it  teach 
a  theocratic  lesson. 

XV.  The  critical  questions  are  treated  in  the  works  already  frequently 
cited.  I  confess  my  inability  to  see  why  this  chapter  should  be  made  ‘  inter¬ 
mediate  between  the  two  streams  of  narrative  already  considered  ’  (We., 
Comp.  p.  248,  Dr.,  LOT 6.  p.  178,  Ki.,  GH.  II.  p.  25).  The  character  and 
position  of  Samuel  as  here  portrayed  agree  closely  with  his  picture  as  drawn 
in  the  life  of  Samuel,  chapters  7.  8.  12,  unless  it  is  easier  to  unmake  a  king 
than  to  make  him,  which  will  hardly  be  asserted.  So  far  from  “occupying  a 
position  midway  between  prophets  like  Elijah  or  Elisha  and  those  like  Amos 
or  Hosea”  (Ki.),  Samuel  as  here  represented  is  more  autocratic  than  any  of 
these.  No  one  of  them,  even  in  the  stories  which  are  told  of  them,  ever  stood 
out  so  distinctly  and  frankly  the  superior  of  a  king  of  Israel,  as  is  the  case 
with  Samuel  in  the  section  before  us.  The  section  agrees  fully  in  this  respect 
with  7.  8.  and  12. 

The  majority  of  critics  draw  a  sharp  line  between  this  and  the  following 
chapter  (161'13).  The  reason  is  not  apparent.  On  the  contrary,  the  logical 
sequence  of  this  chapter  is  found  in  that  paragraph.  Saul  is  rejected  in  order 
that  David  may  be  anointed.  It  may  be  said  that  Samuel’s  fear  of  Saul  in  the 
second  section  is  inconsistent  with  the  autocratic  position  which  he  here  occu¬ 
pies.  But  it  should  be  remembered  that  the  motive  of  the  author  in  making 
Samuel  dissimulate  is  to  account  for  the  secresy  of  the  transaction.  He  knew 
that  no  hint  of  an  anointing  of  David  appears  in  any  other  document.  To 
account  for  this  fact,  he  must  make  Samuel  keep  his  errand  secret.  The 
obvious  device  was  to  make  his  concealment  motived  by  fear  of  Saul. 

1-3.  The  command  and  its  motive.  —  Samuel  comes  to  Saul 
with  the  Word  of  Yahweh.  The  hostility  of  Amalek  shown  in  the 
Wilderness  is  yet  unpunished.  Saul  is  therefore  to  devote  them 
to  utter  destruction.  The  historicity  of  the  incident  is  open  to 
grave  doubts.  Saul’s  kingdom  was  over  Benjamin,  and  there  he 
had  all  he  could  do  to  keep  back  the  Philistine  attack.  Judah 
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was  separated  from  him  by  the  Jebusite  fortress,  and  its  loyalty 
could  never  have  been  very  warm.  The  claim  on  Amalek  was 
outlawed  by  some  centuries.  So  far  from  this  people  being  exter¬ 
minated  by  Saul,  they  were  engaged  in  active  feud  with  David 
very  soon  after  the  supposed  attack  by  Saul.  Finally,  no  trace 
of  this  attack  has  survived  in  any  passage  of  the  Old  Testament 
except  the  one  before  us.  —  1.  The  command  seems  to  follow 
immediately  on  the  farewell  address  of  Samuel  in  12.  It  begins 
with  the  statement :  Me  did  Yahweh  send  to  anoint  thee~\  the  pro¬ 
noun  is  put  first  for  emphasis.  The  statement  is  made  in  order 
to  call  attention  to  Samuel’s  right  to  command.  —  Now  hear  the 
sound  of  the  words  of  Yahweh~\  the  circumlocution  is  chosen  to 
avoid  anthropomorphism,  and  shows  a  comparatively  late  date.  — 
2.  Thus  saith  Yahweh  Sebaoth ]  a  standing  formula  with  the 
prophets.  This  divine  name  has  already  been  met  in  the  account 
of  Samuel’s  life,  ia  11  f,  cf.  also  1  f. — I  have  resolved  to  punish ]  this 
seems  to  be  the  only  way  in  which  we  can  understand  the  words ; 
the  translation  I  remember  seems  not  justified  by  usage.  Amalek 
was  a  clan  of  Bedawin  inhabiting  the  Wilderness  of  the  Wander¬ 
ing.  They  inhabited  also  the  Negeb ,  Nu.  1329. —  What  Amalek 
did  to  Israel,  in  that  he  opposed  him  in  the  way  when  he  came 
up  out  of  Egypt~\  the  construction  is  difficult,  but  the  historical 
reference  is  evident.  In  Ex.  i78“1G  we  find  that  Amalek  made 
war  with  Israel  in  Rephidim.  Again,  they  opposed  Israel’s  en¬ 
trance  to  Canaan  from  the  south,  Num.  1445.  In  Deuteronomy 
also  (2517-19)  we  find  Amalek  stigmatized  as  having  met  Israel  in 
the  way  and  having  cut  off  their  weary  and  faint  stragglers.  The 
phrase  in  the  way  would  indicate  that  the  present  account  depends 
upon  Deuteronomy.  Further  instances  of  hostility  between  Ama¬ 
lek  and  Israel  are  found  in  Jd.  712  and  in  David’s  life,  1  S.  30. 
The  comparatively  late  text  2  S.  812  speaks  of  their  spoil  having 
been  consecrated  by  David,  so  that  the  present  account  can  hardly 
have  been  known  to  the  author  of  that  verse.  Had  the  vow 
recorded  in  Ex.  1714  been  in  this  writer’s  mind  he  would  have 
made  some  reference  to  it.- — -3.  Go  and  smite  Amalek  and  devote 
him  and  all  which  belongs  to  him~\  such  solemn  devotion  to 
Yahweh  (and  therefore  to  destruction)  is  well  known  from  Dt.  f 
2017,  where  it  is  commanded  as  the  duty  of  Israel  in  dealing  with 
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the  Canaanites,  and  from  Jos.  621,  where  it  is  described  as  actually 
carried  out.  By  this  act  of  consecration,  a  city  or  nation  with  all 
its  property  became  Yahweh’s.  Indestructible  objects  of  value 
(gold  and  silver)  came  into  the  treasury  of  the  sanctuary,  Jos.  619 
Everything  else  must  be  destroyed,  including  the  human  beings, 
as  is  made  clear  by  this  verse  :  And  do  not  spare  him,  but  slay 
man  and  woman ,  child  and  babe,  ox  and  sheep,  camel  and  ass']  so 
at  Jericho  the  ban  covered  man  and  woman,  youth  and  aged,  ox 
and  ass,  Jos.  621 ;  cf.  Dt.  2016,  where  Israel  is  forbidden  to  leave 
alive  anything  that  breathes.  That  Mesha  devoted  the  Israelites 
to  Chemosh  in  the  same  way  is  expressly  said  by  himself  {Inscrip¬ 
tion,  1.  17). 

1.  The  verse  fits  well  on  to  the  end  of  ch.  12,  and  Bu.’s  supposition  that  it 
has  been  expanded  is  unnecessary.  The  solemn  reminder  would  be  especially 
appropriate  if  the  commission  were  the  first  with  which  the  new  made  king 
was  charged.  —  ’PN]  is  emphatic  by  position.  —  nSip]  is  inexact,  for  in  none 
of  the  documents  was  Samuel  sent  to  anoint  Saul.  But  we  can  probably  not 
insist  on  verbal  accuracy  in  our  author.  —  pSo1?]  Jd.  915  2  S.  24. —  1DJT7J1]  is 
lacking  in  (®B,  whereas  PnupwS;;  js  not  represented  in  —  n;n  Sip?]  Dt. 
412  525.  —  2.  imps]  this  tense  is  quite  justified  in  the  meaning  I  have  deter¬ 
mined  to  do  thus,  Dr.,  Notes,  referring  to  Jd.  153,  and  Tensed-,  §  13.  The  attempt 
to  make  the  verb  here  mean  I  remember  AV.  or  I  have  [mentally]  marked  RV. 
Erdm.,  Keil,  is  based  (as  alleged)  upon  Ex.  316  Jer.  23s  Ps.  S5.  But  examina¬ 
tion  shows  that  none  of  the  passages  sustain  the  assumed  meaning.  The 
oldest  tradition  for  this  passage  is  voiced  in  the  rendering  vvv  hcSiK-fiau,  or 
vvv  6(c5i/c£  ®  and  is  undoubtedly  correct.  With  sound  feeling  Schm.  ren¬ 
ders  :  visitare  constitui.  —  pbD>]  is  connected  with  Edom  in  the  genealogy, 
Gen.  3612  16.  Balaam  predicted  their  destruction,  Num.  2420.  —  1 V  dip — iii'N]  is 
supposed  to  mean  how  he  laid  wait  for  him  AV.,  or  how  he  set  hitnself  against 
him  RV.  But  the  supposed  parallels  1  K.  2012  Ezek.  23s4  both  have  by  and 
both  have  an  object  supplied  by  ©.  2  K.  io24  seems  similar  to  our  text,  but 

there  l?  is  dative  of  advantage  and  the  verb  has  an  object  expressed;  roip, 
which  is  urged  as  an  analogon,  also  requires  S”,  Ps.  37.  It  is  probable  that 
atrr)i'Tri<Tev  ©  points  to  a  different  reading,  though  what  it  is,  is  difficult  to 
make  out.  Dt.  2518  has  p-n?  yip  HfN,  but  this  is  not  sufficiently  explicit  for 
our  passage.  For  the  verb  here  Kl.  suggests  jffltP.  If  conjectures  be  in  order, 
I  would  change  to  lS  is  TPts',  the  crime  being  aggravated  (as  Dt.  more  ex¬ 
plicitly  states)  by  the  fact  that  it  was  committed  when  he  (Israel)  was  in 
trouble.  But  I  have  not  ventured  to  introduce  this  into  my  translation,  as  the 
reasons  for  choosing  it  are  not  decisive. — DnXDD  inSjn]  Gen.  131  (J)  Ex. 
173  (E)  Num.  216  (J)  3211  (P).  The  imperative  pS  is  followed  by  the  per¬ 
fect  consecutive  as  is  customary.  —  DnDinni]  the  plural  is  unexpected  and  we 
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should  probably  restore  inmnni  as  read  by  <g,  making  the  next  word  nm  in¬ 
stead  of  nx  (We.).  The  verb  seems  to  occur  nowhere  in  Samuel  except  in 
this  chapter.  It  is  used  by  all  the  Pentateuchal  sources.  —  Scnn]  Dt.  139 
Ex.  2s.  —  nz-N  -ijj  »'ND]  cf.  2219  Jos.  62h  For  ij;  (Ginsb.)  many  editions 
have  nyi. 


4-9.  Saul’s  disobedience. — This  consists  in  making  important 
exceptions  to  the  completeness  of  the  destruction.  —  He  first 
called  out  the  people  and  mustered  them  in  Telam\  a  town  in  the 
south  of  Judah,  Jos.  1524.  The  number  given,  two  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  footmen,  is  to  be  judged  like  similar  data  elsewhere.  The 
ten  thousand,  the  men  of  Judah ,  seem  to  be  an  afterthought. — 
5.  And  he  came  to  the  city  of  Amalek ]  the  absence  of  a  name  for 
the  city  shows  the  author’s  vagueness  of  geographical  knowledge. 
Cities  there  can  hardly  have  been  in  that  desert  region,  though  a 
fortified  village  might  by  courtesy  be  so  denominated.  The  read¬ 
ing  cities  (H>  is  plainly  incorrect.  Only  one  engagement  is  thought 
of.  —  And  lay  in  wait  in  the  wadi~\  a  favourite  move  in  Hebrew 
strategy,  Jos.  82  Jd.  20s9.  —  6.  The  Kenites  whom  Saul  warned  were 
old  allies  of  Israel,  represented  in  one  document  as  the  tribe  of 
Moses’  father  in  law,  Jd.  411.  After  sharing  the  desert  wanderings 
of  Israel  and  entering  Palestine,  they  preferred  the  nomad  life  in 
the  Negeb,  where  they  dwelt  with  Amalek  according  to  the  origi¬ 
nal  text  of  Jd.  i16.  The  author  does  not  seem  to  have  questioned 
whether  the  warning  to  the  Kenites  would  not  frustrate  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  Saul  in  regard  to  Amalek.  The  reason  of  Saul’s  consider¬ 
ate  treatment  of  the  Kenite  is  given  in  his  message  to  them  in  the 
circumstantial  clause  :  cum  tu  tamen  misericordiam  feceris  cum 
omnibus  filiis  Israelis  (Schm.).  The  Kenites  withdrew  as  warned. 
—  7.  Atid  Saul  smote  Amalek  from  — ]  the  name  of  the  place  is 
now  lost ;  Havilah,  which  is  given  by  our  documents,  is  impossi¬ 
ble.  —  As  far  as  Shur  which  is  before  Egypt ]  “  Shur  is  originally 
the  wall  which  ran  from  Pelusium  through  Migdol  to  Hero” 
(We.)  .*  —  8.  And  he  took  Agag  the  king  of  Amalek  alive~\  cf.  Jos. 
823.  —  Biit  all  the  people  he  slew  with  the  sword~\  lit.  consecrated 
according  to  the  mouth  of  the  sword,  cf.  Moore  on  Jd.  i25. — 


*  The  description  of  this  wall,  or  line  of  fortifications,  is  given  by  Wiedemann, 
Herodot's  Zweites  Buch  (Leipzig,  1890),  p.  88,  with  references  to  Diodorus  Siculus 
and  the  Egyptian  sources. 
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9.  Saul  and  the  people  spared  Agag  and  the  best  of  the  s?nall  and 
large  cattle,  the  fatlings  and  the  lambs ]  a  slight  emendation  of  the 
received  text  is  necessary.  The  wealth  of  Amalek  must  have  been 
mainly  in  cattle.  The  motive  of  Saul  in  sparing  Agag  (pride,  hope 
of  ransom,  an  ill-timed  emotion  of  pity,  respect  of  persons)  was 
much  discussed  by  the  older  commentators  (cf.  Schm.,  Quaes tio 
VI.  ad  Cap.  XV.).  An  Agag  is  mentioned  Num.  2f,  where  he  is 
made  the  symbol  of  great  exaltation,  but  it  is  not  yet  clearly  made 
out  whether  there  is  a  reference  to  this  passage.  On  the  vile 
and  refuse  which  were  destroyed,  see  the  critical  note. 

4.  the  Piel  is  used  only  here  and  23s,  where  also  Saul  calls  out  the 

people  to  war.  In  both  places  it  is  possible  that  we  should  point  a  Hiphil, 
1  K.  1522  Jer.  5029  5127.  —  D’S'Soa]  the  name  of  a  place  is  no  doubt  intended 

—  quasi  agnos  3L  is,  of  course,  impossible.  But  ir  Ta\ya.\ois  ©  is  not  appro¬ 
priate.  Most  recent  critics  find  in  the  text  only  an  orthographic  variation 
of  oSb  a  town  mentioned  Jos.  1524.  For  two  hundred  thousand  we  find  four 
hundred  thousand  (§.  The  ten  thousand  of  Judah  are  omitted  by  dL,  but 
increased  to  thirty  thousand  by  (f§B.  —  5.  i’>’]  ir (3. — 2"vi]  is  intended 
for  :nx'i  QvhfSptvaev  (5)  as  is  seen  by  Kimchi  and  Schm.  Kautzsch  (Ges.26 
§  68  t)  takes  it  to  be  Hiphil,  but  anx  occurs  nowhere  else  in  this  stem. — 
6.  vn  no  laS]  (5  omits  m,  perhaps  correctly.  On  the  daghesh  in  vn  cf. 
Ges.26  20 g.  —  ’pSoy]  as  we  expect  the  author  to  be  consistent,  it  seems  best 
to  restore  pScy  here,  the  form  which  we  find  at  the  end  of  the  verse.  —  pcox] 
should  probably  be  pointed  (Lag.,  Proph.  Chald.  p.  li),  cf.  Gen.  I823-24  1  S. 
I225.  This  is  much  more  forcible  than  the  received  pointing.  —  Pa]  is  super¬ 
fluous  and  therefore  suspicious —  lacking  in  (§b:l. — mp]  should  certainly  be 
pp  or  u'pn,  probably  the  latter,  because  that  form  is  elsewhere  used  in  this 
passage;  We.,  Bu.,  Ki.,  choose  pp.  —  7.  nS'in]  elsewhere  the  name  of  some 
point  or  district  in  Arabia.  It  occurs  once  in  a  phrase  similar  to  the  one  in 
the  text — from  Havilah  to  Shur,  Gen.  2518.  It  there  bounds  the  territory 
of  the  Ishmaelites,  of  which  Havilah  should  be  the  eastern  boundary.  It 
would  consequently  be  far  from  the  scene  of  Saul’s  exploit.  Still  there  is  a 
possibility  that  our  author,  whose  geography  is  not  very  distinct,  borrowed  the 
whole  phrase  from  Genesis.  We.  conjectures  Telam  to  be  the  original  read¬ 
ing.  But  this  does  not  commend  itself,  because  Saul  had  advanced  beyond 
Telam  when  the  attack  was  made.  Glaser  (as  cited  by  BDB.  sub  voce )  pro¬ 
poses  to  read  nS’un  which  is  mentioned  1  S.  2319  261- 3.  But  this  hill  in  the 
Desert  of  Judah  was  hardly  a  part  of  the  Amalekite  territory.  Non  liquet. 

—  ini’  3x12]  cf.  27s  (where  dSbd  seems  to  have  stood  in  connexion  with  it). — 
*:o“Py]  in  front  of  is  frequently  used  of  the  east  side,  and  would  be  appropri¬ 
ately  so  understood  here.  —  8.  oyn]  may  mean  the  soldiery  (Ki.),  but  as  there 
is  no  record  of  any  human  being  being  spared  except  Agag,  it  is  better  to 
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make  it  general.  —  Jnms1?  anna]  Jos.  621  cf.  Dt.  1316.  —  9.  ata'D]  only  in 
the  Book  of  the  Covenant,  Ex.  224,  and  P,  Gen.  47s- u.  —  awani]  is  supposed 
to  be  the  lambs  of  the  second  birth.  The  word  is,  however,  a  mistake  for 
Q'jDti’n  (Th.,  We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  Ki.),  and  the  adoption  of  this  carries  with  it  the 
erasure  of  by  which  follows,  onani  orieira  defines  the  best  of  the  cattle.  Kl. 
proposes  women  and  children  for  which  there  is  no  support,  ana,  as  delica¬ 
cies,  Dt.  3214.  D'a-o  ©  is  adopted  by  Ew.  jin  here  and  jjn  in  Nu.  247  are 
the  same  name.  From  the  reference  in  Numbers  we  conclude  that  an  Agag 
had  been  an  object  of  terror  or  of  admiration  to  the  Israelites  —  it  should  be 
noted,  however,  that  ©ABL  has  Gog  there.  —  lai-t]  Ex.  io27  (E),  Dt.  230  io10 
1  S.  314.  —  Da:i  nraaj]  is  impossible.  The  first  word  is  a  monstrum  (Dr.) 
caused  by  the  stupidity  of  a  scribe.  The  second  is  apparently  for  rDNBJ,  for 
we  require  a  feminine  form.  Part  of  this  original  was  wrongly  spaced  and 
formed  part  of  the  word  which  now  reads  as  nnx,  the  n  being  duplication 
from  the  following  word.  The  true  text  is  therefore  ddndji  nra:  roxVa  Sai 
with  omission  of  nnx.  The  word  roxSe  is  used  for  property  in  general,  Ex. 
227- 10  (E),  and  for  cattle  Gen.  3314.  We  may  compare  nb'jD  used  for  flocks 
Is.  4010.  Trumbull  came  to  the  conclusion  (independently  of  We.)  that  Shut 
is  the  frontier  fortification  of  Egypt,  and  the  same  is  the  view  of  Brugsch, 
as  cited  by  Buhl  and  Socin  (Ges.  WB12.  sub  voce). 

10-23.  The  prophet’s  rebuke.  —  Samuel,  divinely  informed  of 
Saul’s  transgression,  goes  to  seek  him,  and  meets  him  at  Gilgal. 
Saul  at  first  declares  that  he  has  carried  out  the  commandment  of 
Yahweh.  When  convicted  by  circumstantial  evidence,  he  throws 
the  blame  on  the  people.  The  prophet  cuts  his  protestations 
short,  and  when  Saul  attempts  further  argument,  pronounces  the 
final  word  of  rejection.  — 10.  The  word  of  Yahweh  came  to  SamueT\ 
the  context  implies  that  it  was  in  a  vision  of  the  night.  — 11.  I 
repent  that  I  made  Saul  king ]  Gen.  68,7  (J).  The  dogmatic 
attempt  to  explain  the  anthropomorphism  may  be  read  in  Schm., 
Quaestio  VII.  Yahweh  does  not  explain  the  nature  of  his  emo¬ 
tion,  but  goes  on  to  give  its  occasion  :  For  he  has  turned  from 
following  me  and  has  not  carried  out  my  command ]  lit.  my  word ; 
the  Hebrew  has  my  words,  but  the  reference  is  to  one  particular 
revelation.  —  And  Samuel  was  angry\  there  seems  to  be  no 
reason  for  changing  the  text.  The  violent  emotion  of  the  Ori¬ 
ental  at  the  frustration  of  his  hopes  must  not  be  judged  by  our 
standard  of  propriety. — And  cried  to  Yahweh  all  night ]  in  pro¬ 
test  and  expostulation.  Schm.  compares  Moses’  grief  for  Israel. 
— 12.  The  entreaty  fails  to  change  the  purpose  of  Yahweh,  and 
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Samuel  starts  in  the  early  morning  to  deliver  his  message.  He  is 
told  :  Saul  came  to  Carmel~\  the  Carmel  in  Judah,  well  known 
from  the  history  of  David.  It  lay  nearly  south  of  Hebron,  and 
would  be  in  Saul’s  path.  — -  And  behold  he  has  set  up  a  trophy~\  the 
noun  means  a  monument  in  2  S.  1818.  The  words  and  turned  and 
passed  by  are  difficult  to  understand  in  this  connexion.  Probably 
there  is  some  confusion  in  the  text.  —  And  went  down  to  GilgaF\ 
must  conclude  the  information  concerning  Saul’s  movements. 
The  object  of  going  to  Gilgal  was  evidently  to  offer  thank  offer¬ 
ings,  as  indeed  asserts.  — 13.  Blessed  be  thou  of  Yahweh ]  the 
form  of  the  salutation  shows  that  it  was  originally  a  prayer.  Saul’s 
sweeping  claim  —  I  have  fulfilled  the  word  of  Yahweh  —  is  in  flat 
contradiction  to  Yahweh’s  revelation  to  Samuel,  v.11.  The  author’s 
purpose  is  to  paint  Saul  as  one  hopelessly  hardened  in  sin.  The 
older  commentators  note  his  hypocrisy,  turn  in  excusando,  turn 
in  confitendo  et  poenitendo  (Schm.).  —  14.  Samuel  at  once  con¬ 
victs  him  by  present  phenomena :  Then  what  is  this  bleating  of 
sheep  in  my  ears,  and  this  lowing  of  cattle  which  I  hear  ?  The 
inconsistency  was  palpable.  — 15.  Saul’s  confession  of  the  fact  is 
so  frank  as  to  be  impudent,  and  equally  offensive  is  his  intimation 
that  the  religious  purpose  in  view  was  sufficient  justification : 
From  Amalek  I  brought  them  :  for  the  people  spared  the  best  of  the 
sheep  and  the  oxen  to  sacrifice  to  Yahweh  thy  God~\  the  designa¬ 
tion  may  possibly  intimate  that  Samuel  was  to  profit  by  the  sacri¬ 
fice.  Still,  as  he  does  not  appear  to  be  a  priest,  much  emphasis 
can  hardly  be  laid  upon  this ;  and  it  is  more  natural  to  suppose 
that  the  author  betrays  here  his  theory  that  Yahweh  was  the  God 
of  Samuel,  but  hardly  the  God  of  Saul.  — 16.  Samuel  cuts  the 
speech  short :  Stop  !  and  let  me  tell  thee  what  Yahweh  said  to  me 
this  night~\  in  our  mode  of  speaking  it  would  be  last  night.  — ■ 
17,  18.  Receiving  permission  to  proceed,  Samuel  begins  his  re¬ 
buke  :  Art  thou  not,  though  little  in  thine  own  eyes,  chief  of  the 
tribes  of  Israel?  The  question  seems  to  be  a  rebuke  of  Saul’s 
self-confessed  subservience  to  the  people.  The  next  clause  be¬ 
longs  with  v.18,  which  should  read  :  And  Yahweh  anointed  thee 
king  over  Israel  and  sent  thee  a  journey.  The  close  collocation 
favours  the  view  already  advanced  that  in  this  document  the  com¬ 
mand  was  given  immediately  after  the  coronation.  —  Go  and 
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exterminate  the  sinners ,  Amalek,  and  fight  against  them  until  they 
are  completely  destroyed ]  2  S.  22s8  1  K.  2211.  Amalek  is  called 
sinners  because  of  the  ancestral  offence  against  Israel.  — 19.  The 
situation  has  thus  been  described  :  the  rebuke  follows  in  the  form 
of  a  question  :  And  why  didst  thou  not  obey  the  voice  of  Yahweh , 
and  didst  swoop  upon  the  booty ,  and  didst  that  which  is  evil  in  the 
eyes  of  Yahweh  .?]  Jd.  211  fi.  21.  Saul’s  further  protest  only  con¬ 
victs  himself.  He  now  calls  what  was  spared  the  firstfruits  of 
that  which  was  devoted,  which  is  of  course  an  absurdity.  — 
22,  23.  The  reply  of  Samuel  is  rhythmical  in  form  : 

Does  Yahweh  delight  in  offerings  and  sacrifices 
As  in  obedience  to  the  voice  of  Yahweh  ? 

Behold,  obedience  is  better  than  sacrifice. 

And  to  hearken  than  the  fat  of  rams. 

For  rebellion  is  the  sin  of  soothsaying. 

Obstinacy  is  the  iniquity  of  Teraphim. 

Because  thou  hast  rejected  the  word  of  Yahweh, 

He  has  rejected  thee  from  ruling  over  Israel. 

The  passage  is  a  summary  of  later  Jewish  theology,  cf.  Ps.  509  5118. 
The  author’s  remoteness  from  the  times  of  Saul  is  evident  from 
the  horror  with  which  he  views  the  Teraphim.  His  verse  seems 
to  have  been  trimeter  in  construction,  though  transmission  has 
obscured  the  original  reading  in  some  cases. 

11.  to^dd]  822  121.  —  nriND  Num.  1443  3215  (P)  Jos.  2216-18  (P). — . 
O'pn  n1?  nsi]  Dt.  2726  Jer.  3418.  —  mu]  is  emended  to  iS'i  by  Bu.,  Ivi.,  fol¬ 
lowing  a  suggestion  of  Dr.;  <05  has  ical  T]dvfj.7jae  which  Dr.  supposes  to  point 
to  mu.  But  it  should  be  noted  that  in  two  other  passages,  2  S.  68  and  its 
parallel*  1  Chr.  1311,  inn  is  rendered  in  the  same  way.  In  these  passages 
David  is  said  to  have  been  angry  at  Yahweh’s  breaking  out  upon  Uzzah,  in 
which  we  find  a  close  analogy  to  the  present  experience  of  Samuel.  —  pyr'l]  of 
crying  to  God  in  distress,  Ex.  223  (P)  Jd.  3°  66  (D)  1  S.  7®  128.  — 12.  n^mon] 
25s-  s.7. 40,  mentioned  as  one  of  the  cities  of  Judah,  Jos.  1555.  The  place  would 
lie  near  Saul’s  road  from  the  Negeb  to  Gilgal.  The  ruins  still  bear  the  name 
Kurmul  (GASmith,  Hist.  Geog.  p.  306  note).  —  tuxa  rum]  is  wrong,  because 
it  implies  that  Saul  is  still  engaged  at  the  work.  Read  tnxn  rum  with  (05 
(which  had  even  2S'i),  We.,  Dr.,  Bu. — ■  m]  of  the  pillar  of  Absalom  2  S.  i818, 
and  of  a  memorial  of  some  kind  Ex.  1716  (if  the  text  is  sound),  cf.  Is.  56s. — 
2D'i]  is  in  place  only  if,  with  (05,  we  make  Samuel  the  subject  —  then  he  turned 

*  The  parallel  passage  weighs  as  much  for  the  usage  of  ©  as  if  it  were  inde¬ 
pendent  of  the  other. 
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about — for  Saul  certainly  did  not  need  to  turn.  But  what  the  context  requires 
is  a  continuation  of  the  information  about  Saul,  for  Samuel  wants  to  know 
where  he  now  is.  aD'i  has  come  in  by  mistake  and  should  be  omitted.  The 
text  of  ©  has  suffered  here  from  the  confusion  of  the  names  Saul  and  Samuel, 
as  is  evident  from  ©B  which  reads  :  and  it  was  told  Saul  that  Samuel  came  to 
Carmel  (corrected  in  AL).  For  uap'l  non  :  ko.1  aireorpeipe  rb  cip/xa  [auroO]  ©. 
At  the  end  of  the  verse  (5  reads:  and  he  came  down  to  Gilgal  to  Saul ,  and 
behold  he  offered  a  burnt  offering  to  the  Lord,  the  firstfruits  of  the  spoil  which 
he  brought  from  Amalek.  But,  as  remarked  by  We.,  this  can  hardly  be  origi¬ 
nal,  as  Samuel  would  take  some  notice  of  the  sacrifice.  — 13.  "’S  nnx  -pu3] 
2321  2  S.  25  Ruth  220. — 14.  nrn]  defines  the  Sip  of  course.  — 15.  DN'jn] 
fivey/ca  ©  is  more  forcible  and  I  have  adopted  it.  —  ue>N]  is  impossible  to 
reproduce  except  by  a  causal  particle,  cf.  Davidson,  Syntax,  p.  198.  Of  the 
examples  cited  there,  only  Gen.  3018  r  K.  319  2  K.  174  seem  to  hold,  and  it 
should  be  remembered  that  even  in  such  cases  ucux  does  not  define  the  cause 
as  o  would.  —  utnnn]  should  be  corrected  to  ’ncmn  according  to  ©.  — 
16.  pin]  desine  gar rire  multum,  Schm.  In  Dt.  914  it  expresses  God’s  desire 
not  to  hear  entreaty  or  intercession  from  Moses.  —  ViDN'i  Kt.~\  is  doubtless  to 
be  corrected  to  udsoi  with  the  Qre.  — 17.  The  translation  of  the  text  as  it 
stands  is  attempted  above.  As  the  sentence  is  somewhat  involved  (for 
Hebrew)  there  is  room  for  suspicion  as  to  the  correctness  of  transmission. 
©L  seems  to  have  expanded,  influenced  by  Saul’s  own  confession  of  his 
humble  station  in  921,  reading :  Art  thou  not  [too]  small  in  thine  own  eyes  to 
be  ruler,  coming  from  the  tribe  of  Benjamin,  the  least  of  the  tribes  of  Israel? 
Yet  Yahweh  anointed  thee  king  over  all  Israel ;  where  the  contrast  is  between 
Saul’s  own  tribe  and  all  Israel.  This,  however,  is  artificial  and  far-fetched  for 
an  occasion  like  this.  ©B  seems  to  find  a  sarcastic  question  in  the  w'ords : 
Art  thou  not  small  in  his  eyes,  O  Rtiler  of  the  tribes  of  Israel?  Yet  Yahweh 
anointed  thee,  etc.  In  the  uncertainty,  and  as  might  have  given  rise  to  the 
other  readings,  it  seems  safest  to  adhere  to  the  received  text.  — 18.  mm]  is 
superfluous  if  the  sentence  really  begins  with  qntwi.  —  nnnunm]  confirms  the 
text  adopted  in  v.3.  ■ — mxBnn]  ©  adds  els  ip.e.  —  □nx  amStrup]  can  hardly  be 
correct.  ©  seems  to  have  had  anx  pmSj  up  which  would  do.  But  it  seems 
simpler  to  omit  the  last  word  as  an  erroneous  repetition  (We.,  Dr.,  al.). — 
19.  apm]  see  on  1432.  —  mi  pun  trpm]  a  standing  Deuteronomistic  phrase. 
—  20.  U‘i\x]  as  equivalent  to  o  recitativum,  cf.  Dr.,  Notes,  and  Ges.26  157  c; 
but  px  is  conjectured  by  Bu.  —  21.  mcuxu]  elsewhere  of  the  firstfruits  of 
vegetable  products,  Ex.  2319  3420  Num.  1520  Dt.  1S4.  —  22.  ycnn]  1  S.  1825; 
the  word  is  found  in  late  writers. — petto]  where  the  comparison  would  be 
fully  expressed  by  pecoa.  Such  an  ellipsis  needs  no  justification.  mti’pnSi 
=  ©.  The  1  is  lacking  in  Grammatically  speaking  there  is  an  ellipsis  of 
am  in  the  last  clause.  —  mm  Spa]  £>  and  @L  render  iSipa,  not  being  con¬ 
strained  by  the  metre.  —  23.  The  verse  is  obscure,  and  the  versions  do  not 
give  much  help.  The  writer  intends  to  say,  evidently,  that  Saul’s  sin  is  as  bad 
as  the  soothsaying  and  idolatry  for  which  the  heathen  are  condemned.  His 


XV.  24 


i39 


sin  is  no  —  rebellion  against  the  command  of  God,  for  which  Ezekiel  rebukes 
Israel,  cf.  Num.  1720  Dt.  3127.  This  sin  is  compared  with  the  soothsaying 
from  which  (ideally)  Israel  is  free  Num.  23s3,  but  which  was  rife  in  the  time 
of  Jeremiah  (1411),  Ezek.  2128,  cf.  Dt.  1810.  The  second  member  of  the  verse 
must  be  parallel  with  this.  —  momi  flNi]  cannot  therefore  be  right.  The  guilt 
of  idolatry  is  what  we  require,  and  this  would  be  O'flmn  nj?  for  which  we  may 
claim  Symmachus  7;  avofx'ia  rwv  eiStuAoiv.  —  ixon]  pausal  form  of  a  Iliphil, 
which,  however,  occurs  nowhere  else.  The  Qal  means  to  urge  one  with  per¬ 
sistent  entreaty,  Gen.  19s-  9  3311  Jd.  197.  It  is  difficult  to  get  from  this  any 
meaning  that  will  fit  our  passage.  A  too  insistent  entreaty  of  God  was  not 
Saul’s  fault.  (3  seems  to  have  read  lS'an.  The  natural  parallel  to  no  would 
be  a  derivative  of  -no  if  we  may  judge  by  Dt.  2118  Jer.  523.  Perhaps  we  might 
assume  rmD,  cf.  mo  Dt.  136.  Or,  on  the  ground  of  Jos.  222'2,  no  would  be  in 
place.  In  fact  several  words  suggest  themselves,  but  none  that  would  easily 
be  corrupted  to  ixon,  Sym.  rb  cnrudGv,  cf.  Field.  KL  suggests  j n  ysn;  but 
this  destroys  the  rhythm.  —  T?na]  at  the  end  of  the  verse  is  abrupt,  and  as  <3 
adds  end  'ItrparfA,  we  should  probably  restore  bNUP'  l?y.  Ew.  suggests  iS,  which 
would  agree  better  with  the  metre  (GVIS.  III.  p.  55,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  39). 

24-31.  Saul  confesses  his  sin,  and  asks  forgiveness.  In  his 
earnestness  he  lays  hold  of  the  prophet’s  tunic,  which  rends,  so 
that  Samuel  uses  the  incident  to  point  his  sentence  of  rejection. 
Nevertheless,  at  Saul’s  further  entreaty,  he  consents  to  join  out¬ 
wardly  in  worship. 

There  is  some  doubt  whether  the  paragraph  is  by  the  author  of 
the  foregoing.  It  expressly  contradicts  the  assertion  of  Yahweh’s 
repentance,  compare  v.29  and  v.n.  Its  representation  of  Samuel’s 
outward  loyalty  to  Saul,  even  after  his  rejection,  seems  inconsistent 
with  the  picture  drawn  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  chapter.  By  its 
omission  we  miss  nothing  of  importance  from  the  narrative,  and 
the  dramatic  effect  is  heightened  because  the  slaying  of  Agag 
follows  directly  on  Samuel’s  oracle. 

24-31.  That  the  paragraph  is  an  interpolation  seems  first  to  have  been 
suggested  by  Stade  (GVf2.  I.  p.  221).  The  suggestion  is  adopted  by  Bu.  both 
in  TS.  and  in  his  edition  of  the  text.  The  arguments  are  that  the  section  is 
wholly  superfluous  and  can  be  left  out  without  disturbing  the  consistency  of 
the  narrative,  and  that  it  contradicts  the  assertion  of  v.11  that  Yahweh  repented 
of  having  made  Saul  king  —  contrast  the  categorical  statement  that  he  is  not  a 
man  that  he  should  repent  (v.29). 

24.  Saul’s  confession  :  I  have  sinned,  for  I  have  transgressed 
the  command  of  Yahweh  and  thy  word ]  is  not  to  be  taken  as 
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hypocritical.  The  author  means  to  teach  that  the  most  sincere 
repentance  is  of  no  avail  when  God  has  made  his  final  decision. 
Christian  commentators  (Schm.,  for  example),  with  New  Testa¬ 
ment  ideas  of  confession  and  forgiveness,  are  obliged  to  suppose 
that  the  repentance  here  was  feigned  or  insincere.  Saul’s  excuse 
that  he  feared  the  people  is  the  same  already  intimated,  though  it 
has  not  been  explicitly  stated.  —  25.  Now  forgive  my  sin\  cf. 
Gen.  5017,  where  Joseph’s  brothers  ask  his  forgiveness  for  the 
injury  done  to  him,  and  Ex.  io17,  where  Moses  is  asked  by 
Pharaoh  to  forgive  his  sin  against  Yahweh.  The  latter  is  evidently 
the  model  for  the  present  writer.  Samuel  stands  quite  on  the  level 
of  Moses.  It  is,  perhaps,  because  the  text  seems  to  favour  the 
Roman  Catholic  practice  of  confession  that  Schmidt  paraphrases  : 
aufer ,  nempe  apud  Deum  deprecando.  In  Saul’s  further  petition 

—  and  turn  with  me  that  I  may  worship  Yahweh  —  it  is  implied 
that  Samuel’s  presence  is  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  service. 

—  26,  27.  The  request  is  refused,  and  the  sentence  of  rejection 
repeated.  As  Samuel  turns  to  go  away,  Saul  seizes  the  skirt  of 
his  robe  to  detain  him,  but  it  7-ends.  The  7/ieil  was  the  outer 
of  the  two  garments  ordinarily  worn  by  the  well-to-do.  —  28.  The 
apparent  accident  is  made  the  occasion  of  a  renewed  sentence  : 
Yahweh  has  re?it  thy  kingdom  front  thee  and  given  it  to  thy  neigh¬ 
bour  who  is  better  than  thou ]  cf.  2817.  The  scene  reminds  us  of 
Ahijah  and  Jeroboam,  1  K.  n29'31. — 29.  Moreover  the  Victor  of 
Israel  will  not  lie  71  or  repe7it,  for  he  is  not  tnatt  that  he  should 
repetit ]  cf.  Num.  2319.  The  contradiction  to  v.11  is  doubtless  re¬ 
moved  by  the  remark  of  Clericus  that  in  one  case  the  language  is 
anthropopathic,  in  the  other  ‘  theoprepic.’  But  the  Hebrew  author 
was  hardly  so  theologically  schooled ;  and  it  remains  improbable 
that  the  same  writer  should  express  himself  anthropopathically  in 
v.n,  and  find  it  necessary  to  correct  the  anthropopathism  a  few 
verses  later.  —  30,31.  Saul  entreats  for  consideration  before  the 
elders  of  the  people  and  before  Israel ]  and  the  request  is  granted. 
The  author  is  willing  to  leave  him  the  semblance  of  the  kingly 
office  for  the  time  being. 

24.  mrv'fi]  for  the  command  of  Yahweh  Num.  316,  al.  The  full  expres¬ 
sion  mm  'ctin  1 Num.  if1,  2218  (E).  —  *p*i3*i]  the  singular,  which  is  repre¬ 
sented  in  <3,  is  more  appropriate.  It  was  a  single  message  which  Saul  had 
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disobeyed.  On  -cn  for  a  command  of  God  cf.  BDB.  s.v.  II.  2.-25.  mnnew] 
should  probably  be  pointed  with  the  cohortative  ending.  —  26.  iPd  niviD] 
would  perhaps  favour  the  pointing  -^dd  in  v.23.  —  27.  24*-  s.  — 

yip’l]  ical  8ieppr)£ev  aiird  <3.  But  the  scene  is  more  impressive  if  human 
agency  is  kept  in  the  background.  —  28.  Pinzn  moPcc]  for  which  tt]v 
0a<n\ eiav  <rov  airb  Iirpa^A  3-  The  last  two  words  are  later  addition  to  the 
text  of  3  (We.),  which  therefore  had  pnaSnc  in  their  text,  and  this  is  so  much 
more  forcible,  and  at  the  same  time  so  much  more  likely  to  be  expanded  into 

that  we  must  think  it  to  be  original;  cf.  also  iK.  nu.  —  29.  nxj  dji] 

was  read  by  <3  and  Israel  shall  be  rent  in  tivo,  apparently  -  pNiii’'  nxm  dji, 
and  this  is  accepted  by  Graetz  ( Gesch .  d.  Juden ,  I.  p.  187).  But  a  prophecy 
of  the  division  of  the  kingdom  is  wholly  out  of  place  here.  We  are  obliged 
therefore  to  retain  the  text  of  ni'j  in  one  passage  apparently  means  victory 
(SS.  referring  to  1  Chr.  2911),  and  in  this  place  Jerome  gives  triumphator. 
This  tradition  is  the  best  within  our  reach.  We.  decides  for  the  Faithful  One  ; 
Dr.  for  the  Glory  ;  Ki.  leaves  a  blank  in  his  translation;  Kl.  emends  freely  and 
gets  :  though  we  two  were  to  protest  to  him,  yet  God  is  upright. 

32-34.  The  fate  of  Aga g.  —  The  original  continuation  of  the 
narrative,  after  the  prophetic  oracle  v.23,  is  found  here,  if  what  has 
been  advanced  concerning  vv.24~31  is  correct.  —  32.  Samuel  orders 
Agag  to  be  brought.  —  And  Agag  came  to  him  trembling,  and 
A  gag  said :  Surely  death  is  bitter ]  the  rendering  is  only  provi¬ 
sional,  as  the  meaning  of  one  important  word  is  uncertain,  and  the 
text  has  apparently  suffered.  — •  33.  The  justice  of  Agag’s  fate  is 
asserted  by  Samuel :  As  thy  sword  has  bereaved  women,  so  shall 
thy  mother  be  bereaved  above  women ]  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to 
explain  the  hyperbole  by  saying  (as  some  have  done)  that  Agag’s 
mother  was  bereaved  of  her  son  and  her  monarch  at  one  stroke. 
The  most  bereaved  of  women  may  be  applied  to  any  one  sorely 
bereaved.  And  Samuel  hewed  Agag  in  pieces  before  Yahweh  in 
Gilgal ]  in  fulfilment  of  the  ban.  The  act  is  strictly  in  line  with 
the  law,  Lev.  2  728f-.  It  is  the  evident  view  of  the  author  that  Yah¬ 
weh  was  pleased  with  the  completion  of  the  herein  at  his  sanctuary. 
It  is  somewhat  remarkable  that  nothing  further  is  said  of  the  fat- 
lings  and  lambs  which  the  people  had  brought.  —  34,  35.  Samuel 
goes  to  his  home  in  Ramah,  and  Saul  to  his  in  Gibeah.  —  And 
Samuel  saw  Saul  no  more  until  the  day  of  his  death]  the  contra¬ 
diction  to  1923  is  obvious  and  shows  the  difference  of  the  sources. 
—  For  Samuel  grieved  over  Saul]  the  reason  for  not  seeing  him 
is  that  the  grief  would  be  thereby  stirred  afresh.  The  last  clause 
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of  the  verse,  if  it  belongs  here,  must  mean :  though  Yahweh 
repented J  and  conveys  a  slight  censure  of  Samuel.  Probably, 
however,  it  is  a  late  insertion  intended  to  round  out  this  story. 

32.  nn>D]  must  be  an  accusative  expressing  the  manner  in  which  Agag 
came.  This  might  be  confident  or  defiant  or  cringing  or  cowardly.  It  is  im¬ 
possible  to  determine  which  is  intended  by  the  Hebrew  word.  The  root 
occurs  in  one  passage  (Neh.  926)  as  Hithpael,  meaning  they  lived  luxuriously. 
So  we  might  suppose  here  that  Agag  came  daintily,  as  one  who  had  fared 
delicately;  a/3p6s  (Sym.),  pinguissimus  If,  and  cnrb  Tpvtpep'cas  (Aq.)  point  to  this 
meaning,  the  latter  indicating  njijm;  so  xpjso  Aside  from  the  intrinsic 
improbability  of  a  Bedawy  chief  being  a  luxurious  liver,  we  must  object  to  this 
that  it  is  a  matter  of  minor  importance.  As  the  last  clause  of  the  verse  shows, 
the  mental  state  of  the  captive  is  the  important  matter.  @  therefore  has  a 
claim  on  our  attention  when  it  gives  rpepcov  which  might  come  from  pi  by  a 
change  of  pointing,  first  suggested  by  Lagarde  ( Proph .  Chald.  p.  li)  npipD, 
from  ijjc,  to  totter ;  he  came  totter ingly  would  convey  the  idea  of  great  fear, 
and,  as  I  am  inclined  to  think,  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  mind  of  this 
writer,  to  whom  Samuel  was  the  imposing  and  even  terrible  embodiment  of 
the  divine  will.  Others  by  metathesis  make  the  word  equivalent  to  rnjyc, 
in  fetters  (late  Hebrew)  — so  Kimchi,  followed  by  Gratz  (  Gesch .  d.  Juden,  I. 
p.  187).  This  is  favoured  by  the  curious  e|  ’A va6w9  (§L,  which  might  well 
represent  nruyp.  If  this  meaning  be  adopted,  it  will  be  better  to  suppose  the 
original  nujn.  The  meaning  cheerfully  (Ew.)  can  scarcely  be  got  from  the 
word,  nor  can  the  reason  he  gives  —  “the  ancients  held  it  to  be  a  bad  omen 
when  the  sacrificial  victim  held  back  from  the  altar”  —  be  verified  in  Hebrew 
antiquity.  The  whole  clause  is  lacking  in  5.  Schm.  combines  two  of  the 
meanings  already  considered :  virum  delicatum  et,  quod  concurrere  solet,  timi- 
dum  mortis.  Kl.  substitutes  nnx  for  JJX  and  makes  the  clause  mean  held 
in  chains.  —  mcrnna  id  px]  the  versions,  except  3L,  seem  to  have  omitted 
id,  whose  resemblance  to  in  is  such  that  duplication  is  easy.  For  px  (f? 
seems  to  have  had  pn.  For  the  rest  of  the  clause  mKpbs  6  ddraTos  (5  and 
similarly  S  and  &.  We.  objects  that  this  makes  of  that  which  is  peculiar  in 
the  narrative  something  quite  trivial.  But  if  it  was  the  author’s  design  to 
impress  the  lesson  of  the  herein  and  its  awful  character,  he  would  quite  as 
appropriately  make  Agag  lament  his  fate,  as  to  make  him  self-confident  or 
defiant.  The  savage  courage  of  Zebah  and  Zalmunna  in  meeting  death,  and 
the  arrogant  temper  of  Adonibezek  (Jd.  S18  i7)  would  not  adorn  the  tale, 
where  such  a  lesson  is  to  be  drawn. —  33.  qcx]  adds  vioD  'Aanp,  which  is 
confirmed  by  l  films  doloris  (Cod.  Leg.).  As  an  Tix  is  found  in  the  time  of 
Esau  (Gen.  3621-  30),  and  as  Amalek  is  brought  into  the  same  genealogy  (Gen. 
3612-  le),  it  does  not  seem  impossible  for  Agag  to  be  addressed  as  ‘  Son  of 
Aser,’  and  the  reading  may  be  original.  —  occurs  in  this  place  only. 

The  meaning  is  agreed  upon  by  the  versions  and  the  commentaries.  Possibly 
we  should  read  yDD'n,  cf.  Jd.  146,  which,  however,  signifies  to  tear  in  pieces  with 
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the  hands.  The  change  is  advocated  by  Graetz  ( Cesch .  d.  Juden,  i,  188), 
and  suggested,  with  a  query,  by  Dr.  - —  34.  That  Samuel’s  home  is  at  Ramah 
is  in  accord  with  I1.  —  35.  That  Samuel  mourned  for  Saul  is  taken  up  in  the 
next  chapter,  and  the  statement  here  prepares  the  way  for  that.  But  the  final 
clause  an  Dm  mmi  does  not  fit  well  in  this  connexion.  It  is  evidently  a 
circumstantial  clause,  and  in  161  is  entirely  in  place.  Here  it  must  mean 
though  Yahweh  had  rejected  him,  which  may  be  justified  by  analogy,  but  would 
imply  blame  of  Samuel.  The  connexion  is  better  if  it  be  stricken  out.  Budde 
begins  the  next  section  with  it,  but  this  does  not  seem  natural. 


1  SAMUEL  XVI.-2  SAMUEL  I.  SAUL  AND  DAVID. 

In  the  present  arrangement  of  the  Books  of  Samuel  this  is  the 
second  great  division  of  the  history.  The  introduction  of  David 
marks  an  epoch.  There  is  no  reason  to  doubt,  however,  that  the 
same  sources  continue,  for  the  death  of  Saul  must  have  been  re¬ 
lated  by  both  the  authors  who  have  given  so  much  attention  to 
his  life.  That  various  documents  are  combined  in  the  history  as 
it  stands  must  be  evident  from  the  numerous  discrepancies  and 
duplicate  accounts.  Not  improbably  more  than  the  two  which 
have  furnished  the  preceding  history  may  be  discovered  here. 

XVI.  1-13.  The  anointing  of  David.  —  Samuel  is  sent  to 
Bethlehem,  where,  among  the  sons  of  Jesse,  he  is  divinely  directed 
to  the  choice  of  the  right  one,  and  anoints  him  as  king.  The  ten¬ 
dency  of  the  critics  has  been  to  make  the  section  a  late  insertion. 
But  several  things  indicate  that  it  is  the  direct  continuation  of  the 
preceding  narrative.  There  seems  to  be  nothing  in  the  style  or 
language  which  requires  us  to  separate  them.  The  rejection  of 
Saul  should  logically  be  followed  by  the  designation  of  his  suc¬ 
cessor.  In  this  author’s  view,  the  people  should  have  a  theocratic 
ruler.  Saul  was  no  longer  such ;  Samuel  had  retired.  It  seems 
impossible  that  the  people  should  be  left  shepherdless.  To  this 
must  be  added  the  prominence  which  David  had  (in  the  later 
view)  as  a  ruler  especially  chosen  of  Yahweh.  It  can  hardly  be 
supposed  that  this  choice  would  not  be  made  known  in  his  youth. 
From  the  point  of  view  of  chapter  15,  there  is  everything  to  make 
this  section  the  natural  continuation  of  that.  Nor  can  I  see  that 
the  position  of  Samuel  is  any  different.  His  fear  is  introduced 
only  to  account  for  the  secrecy  of  his  movements. 


144 


i  SAMUEL 


1.  The  word  of  Yahweh  comes  to  Samuel :  How  long  dost  thou 
grieve  over  Saul,  when  I  have  rejected  him  from  ruling  over  Israel? 
The  circumstantial  clause  is  quite  in  place  here.  —  Fill  thy  horn 
with  oil]  as  though  the  particular  horn  used  in  anointing  Saul 
were  to  be  used  again.  Possibly  the  author  is  influenced  by  the 
later  conception  of  an  anointing  horn  as  part  of  the  sacred  fur¬ 
niture,  as  Solomon  is  anointed  with  the  horn  of  oil  taken  from 
Yahweh’s  tent,  i  K.  i39.  —  And  come,  I  will  send  thee  to  Jesse  the 
Bethlehemite]  the  name  Jesse  (Yishshai)  belongs  to  this  man  alone 
in  the  Old  Testament.  Its  etymology  is  obscure.  Bethlehem,  a 
well-known  Judahite  town  five  miles  south  of  Jerusalem,  still  flour¬ 
ishes  under  its  old  name.  —  I  have  looked  me  out  a  kmg]  Gen.  22s 
4133  2  K.  io3.  —  2.  Samuel’s  objection  is  put  in  the  form  of  a 
question  :  How  shall  I  go,  since  Saul  will  hear  of  it  and  kill  me  ? 
The  older  commentators  are  somewhat  exercised  by  Samuel’s 
timidity  in  the  face  of  a  direct  divine  command,  and  extenuate  it 
on  the  ground  of  natural  human  infirmity  (Schm.).  The  narrator 
was  more  concerned  to  account  for  the  privacy  of  the  transaction. 
Hence  the  subterfuge  :  Take  in  thy  hand  a  calf  and  say :  To  sac¬ 
rifice  to  Yahweh  am  I  come']  the  casuistry  of  the  commentators 
attempts  to  justify  Samuel’s  reticence,  on  the  ground  that  he  told 
one  of  the  reasons  for  which  he  came.  —  3.  And  invite  Jesse  to 
the  sacrifice  —  I  will  tell  thee  what  thou  shalt  do  —  and  anoint 
whom  I  shall  point  out  to  thee.  —  4.  The  command  is  carried  out, 
and  at  Samuel’s  approach,  the  elders  of  the  city  came  trembling  to 
meet  him]  Samuel  had  the  word  of  Yahweh,  and  therefore  dis¬ 
posed  of  life  and  death  :  videtur  fuisse  consternatio  orta  ex  impro- 
viso  adventu  tanti  viri  (Schm.).  Hence  their  question  :  Does  thy 
co77iing  betoken  good,  O  Seer?  1  K.  213.  As  Samuel’s  coming  could 
hardly  bring  war,  but  might  bring  calamity,  the  translation  peace 
is  not  appropriate.  —  5.  Giving  a  reassuring  answer  and  stating 
the  ostensible  object  of  his  coming,  he  adds :  Purify  yourselves 
and  rejoice  with  me  at  the  sacrifice]  which  was  of  course  a  feast, 
913.  The  purification  required  was  removal  of  ceremonial  defile¬ 
ment.  Samuel  himself  prepared  (consecrated)  Jesse  and  his  so7is, 
and  invited  tiiem  to  the  sacrifice]  the  ritual  observances  necessary 
in  such  case  were,  of  course,  best  known  to  a  priest-prophet. 
What  follows  seems  to  take  place  at  the  lustration,  and  we  hear 
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no  more  of  the  sacrifice.' — 6.  When  they  came  in  order  before 
him  (as  appears  from  the  later  verses),  he  was  pleased  with  the 
eldest,  Eliab,  and  said  to  himself :  Surely  in  the  presence  of  Yahweh 
is  his  anointed ]  123.  A  dialogue  went  on  in  the  consciousness 
of  the  prophet.  His  own  choice  was  moved  by  personal  attrac¬ 
tions,  but  Yahweh  looked  deeper.  —  7.  Look  not  at  his  person  or 
the  height  of  his  stature ]  though  this  had  been  emphasized  (in 
the  other  document)  in  the  case  of  Saul.  —  For  I  have  rejected 
him]  so  far  as  the  particular  question  now  before  us  is  concerned. 

—  For  not  as  man  sees  doth  God  see ]  the  text  is  emended  after 
<3. —  For  man  looks  at  the  appearance,  but  Yahweh  looks  at  the 
hearty  the  contrast  is  between  bodily  and  mental  endowments. — 
8,  9.  A  similar  sentence  is  passed  on  Abinadab  and  Shammah. — 
10.  So  fesse  made  his  seven  sons  pass  before  Samuel]  namely,  the 
seven  who  were  in  the  house,  only  to  discover  that  Yahweh  had 
not  chosen  these.  — 11.  To  Samuel’s  inquiry  whether  all  had  come, 
Jesse  confesses  :  There  is  still  the  youngest,  and  he  is  a  shepherd 
with  the  flock ]  x  7s4.  Samuel  asks  that  he  be  sent  for :  for  we 
will  not  begin  the  sacrifice  until  he  come  hither]  the  text  is  not 
altogether  certain.  — 12.  Jesse,  in  accordance  with  the  command, 
sent  and  brought  him  :  And  he  was  ruddy,  a  youth  of  fine  eyes 
and  goodly  appearance]  nearly  the  same  description  is  repeated 
1742.  Samuel  receives  the  command  to  anoint  him.  — 13.  So  he 
was  anointed,  and  the  Spirit  of  Yahweh  came  upon  David  from 
that  day  onwards]  as  had  been  the  case  with  Saul,  io610.  David 
has  not  been  mentioned  by  name  until  this  point.  This  is  prob¬ 
ably  intentional,  to  heighten  the  effect.  The  narrative  ends  with¬ 
out  further  account  of  the  proposed  sacrifice,  only  adding  after 
the  anointing  :  Samuel  arose  and  went  to  Ramah. 

1.  -irVwN  -jSi]  generally  we  find  pS  followed  either  by  another  imperative, 
or  by  a  finite  verb  with  1.  But  cf.  7npN  nj  pdS  Num.  23s7;  ixjJ'N  roP  Num. 
2414.  itt”,  'Ucraal  is  found  also  in  the  form  itP'N  (perhaps  man  of  Yahweh).* 

—  >mtn]  in  this  sense  in  E  (passages  are  cited  above). — 2.  jjdeu]  the  perfect 
with  waw  consecutive  continues  the  imperfect  in  any  of  its  senses,  so  after 
particles  which  give  a  contingent  sense,  Dr.,  Tenses 3,  §  115,  Davidson,  Syntax, 
§  53  b,  and  the  examples  there  cited,  especially  2  S.  1218.  The  pisqa  in  the 

*  But  seems  to  be  one  element  of  the  name  wux,  26s,  etc.  Hommel  com¬ 
pares  I-shai  with  I-chabod,  I-thamar  and  I-ezer  ( Altisrael  Ueberlieferung ,  p.  116). 
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middle  of  the  verse  indicates  (as  usual)  a  different  mode  of  verse  division. 

—  np2  nS-iy]  Dt.  213  Is.  721.  The  expression  indicates  that  nSjj’  might  be 
used  of  the  young  of  other  animals  (?  the  camel).  —  ■JT'2]  cf.  1434. — 
3.  nan]  is  a  mistake  for  rut1?  which  is  used  with  Nip'i  v.5  (erroneous  antici¬ 
pation  of  the  n2?2  in  the  latter  verse).  —  -p*?N  -idn— h^n]  perhaps  whom  I  shall 
command  thee,  cf.  mm  V?  -\m  ’2  2  S.  1611. — 4.  in(opi>  .  .  .  rnnn]  the  con- 
strudio  pregnans  as  often,  Jd.  145  1514  I  S.  212.  —  idnu]  might  be  justified  as 
the  indefinite  one  said;  but  as  the  elders  are  a  distinct  and  limited  body,  it  is 
probable  that  we  should  read  the  plural,  with  the  versions  and  30  MSS.  (DeR.). 

—  oSif]  read  □Sc,n.  At  the  end  of  the  verse  ©  adds  0  [lAeiuov,  that  is  nxm, 
which  can  be  construed  here  only  as  a  vocative.  The  insertion  by  a  scribe  is 
hardly  probable,  while  the  omission  by  one  who  thought  the  title  not  digni¬ 
fied  enough  for  Samuel  is  supposable.  —  5.  lanpnn]  the  regular  term  for  pre¬ 
paring  oneself  for  approaching  God,  Jos.  3s.  —  ri2i2  tin  arwi]  Ka\  evippdvBriTe 
per'  Ifxov  oripcpov  ©AB  :  el  state  mecum  et  jocundimini  l  (Cod.  Leg.).  As  p] 
is  entirely  commonplace  and  ©AB  is  more  vigorous,  I  have  followed  Th.,  al., 
in  adopting  the  latter.  —  cnp'i]  is  used  of  Moses  when  he  consecrated  the 
priests,  Ex.  2841  (P),  but  also  when  he  prepared  the  people  for  the  special 
presence  of  God,  Ex.  1914  (E) ;  cf.  also  1  S.  71.  —  6.  The  names  of  the  three 
sons  here  mentioned  are  repeated  1713.  —  idnu]  the  verb  is  frequently  used 
in  the  sense  of  saying  to  oneself,  thinking. — px]  is  strongly  asseverative. — 
7.  ihnid]  all  that  appears  to  the  eye.  —  inttn  nxm  wc’n]  the  ellipsis  is  too 
harsh  and  we  must  suppose  a  fault  in  the  text.  We.,  Dr.,  Bu.  emend,  after  ©, 
to  D'nhx  nNm  omn  nNm  mew.  Th.  had  proposed  the  same  except  that  he 
retained  mvN.  He  is  now  followed  by  Ki.,  with  the  translation  :  God  does  not 
regard  what  man  regards.  This  is  defensible,  but  if  part  of  ©  is  taken,  the 
presumption  is  in  favour  of  the  whole.  —  o\j'PL’]  is  difficult,  because  it  does  not 
occur  elsewhere  in  this  sense — though  nearly  so  in  Lev.  136  Num.  n7  (?) 
cf.  Lev.  1355  cited  by  Dr.  It  must  be  contrasted  with  22SS;  as  the  latter 
must  mean  (Yahweh  looks)  at  the  inner  man  (cf.  BDB.  s.vi)  we  need  an 
expression  meaning  at  the  outer  man  ;  els  irpioanrov  (5?  may  be  only  an  attempt 
to  render  but  invites  us  to  substitute  dtsS,  for  which,  however,  there  is  no 
analogy.  —  8.  2U'2n]  the  same  name  occurs  71.  —  9.  nett’]  is  apparently  the 
same  with  npc2’,  2  S.  133.  — 10.  VJ2  nj?22’J  means  his  seven  sons,  not  seven 
of  his  sons,  which  would  be  differently  expressed.  It  is  therefore  inaccurate. 

m2  followed  by  2  seems  to  be  Deuteronomic,  Dt.  7®  142  185  1  S.  io24. _ 

11.  torn]  supply  wop'?  as  in  Jos.  317  411  (JE).  —  inc»]  seems  to  be  lacking 
in  (!§  and  the  sense  is  good  without  it  (Bu.).  —  njni]  is  probably  an  abbrevi¬ 
ated  spelling  of  injni,  though,  as  the  subject  immediately  precedes,  it  is  not 
absolutely  necessary  that  the  suffix  be  expressed.  —  fNX2  njn]  not  pasturing 
the  flock  but  acting  as  shepherd  with  the  flock.  —  2Dj]  KaraKAtOiopev  <gAB; 
ava.KAL9iop.ev  discumbemus  IL.  As  avdnA urts  seems  to  represent  2Da  in 
Cant,  i4-  it  is  not  certain  that  B  had  a  different  reading :  tearaKAlvopat  more¬ 
over  does  not  anywhere  render  22”.  As  22D  is  used  of  going  about  the  altar 
as  a  part  of  the  sacrificial  worship,  Samuel  may  mean  we  will  not  begin  the 
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sacrifice  until  he  come.  5  seems  to  interpret  — 12.  a'j'j  ni'-jj]  is  im¬ 
possible  in  spite  of  ntnn  ns'-oy,  17*2.  In  both  passages  we  must  restore  dSj? 
2022  as  was  seen  by  Graetz  and,  independently  of  him,  by  Krenkel,  ZA  TIV. 
II.  p.  309.  Kl.  proposes  -\yv  'JIDIN,  red-haired.  —  >sn]  for  nine,  here  only. 
— 13.  nSsni]  perhaps  chosen  with  conscious  reference  to  1010.  The  accession 
of  the  spirit  in  the  case  of  Saul  was,  however,  spasmodic.  The  idea  of  the 
author  seems  to  be  that  with  David  it  was  constant.  —  m]  so  written  in 
Samuel  and  Kings;  in  Chronicles,  Ezra,  and  Nehemiah  Tit  The  meaning 
of  the  name  is  unknown.  Cf.  BDB.  s.v.  —  nSyci]  of  time  as  30-5. 

14-23.  The  first  account  of  David’s  coming  to  court.  —  Saul  is 
tormented  by  a  divine  visitation,  apparently  mental  perturbation. 
Music  being  a  known  remedy,  his  courtiers  recommend  him  to 
seek  a  skilful  harper.  On  his  approval  of  the  plan,  David  is 
mentioned  by  one  of  the  courtiers,  and  Saul  sends  for  him.  Com¬ 
ing  to  court,  David  speedily  establishes  himself  in  the  favour  of 
the  king. 

The  affliction  of  Saul  is  ascribed  to  an  evil  spirit  from  Yahweh 
in  v.u,  the  remainder  of  the  account  has  the  Spirit  of  God,  twice 
with  the  adjective  evil  (w.1516),  once  in  the  current  text  without 
qualification.  The  difference  in  the  use  of  the  divine  name  prob¬ 
ably  shows  that  v.14  has  been  modified  by  the  redaction.  The  rest 
of  the  paragraph  is  homogeneous  except  a  slight  insertion  in  v.19. 

It  is  difficult  to  discover  the  exact  idea  of  the  Spirit  of  God  in 
the  mind  of  this  author.  There  seems  to  be  no  trace  of  a  belief 
in  the  existence  of  evil  spirits,  in  our  sense  of  the  word,  throughout 
the  earlier  period  of  Hebrew  literature.  And  if  the  belief  existed, 
the  spirits  could  hardly  be  called  evil  spirits  of  God.  In  an  instruc¬ 
tive  passage  of  the  later  history,  1  K.  2219-23,  we  find  the  Spirit 
offering  to  be  a  spirit  of  deceit  in  the  mouth  of  the  prophets. 
From  this  we  conclude  that  the  Spirit  thought  of  as  the  agency 
of  evil  was  the  same  Spirit  which  stirred  up  men  to  good,  and 
it  is  not  improbable  that  the  adjective  evil  is  a  later  insertion 
in  the  account  before  us.  The  author’s  conception  is  certainly 
very  different  from  that  of  v.13  in  which  the  Spirit  seems  to  be 
viewed  as  the  constant  endowment  of  a  consecrated  person. 

14-23.  In  1462  the  author  remarks  that  whenever  Saul  saw  a  valiant  man 
he  attached  him  to  himself.  This  cannot  be  the  conclusion  of  the  history  of 
Saul,  and  there  is  every  probability  that  it  was  intended  to  introduce  the  history 
of  David.  The  original  connexion  with  the  passage  before  us,  however,  has 
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been  obscured.  In  the  body  of  the  paragraph,  Saul’s  affliction  is  ascribed  to 
D'dSk  nn.  The  original  narrative  must  have  used  the  same  term  at  the  first 
mention  of  the  trouble.  But  we  now  find  in  v.14,  mm  ntta  n;rnn,  and  as  the 
opening  part  of  that  verse  expressly  declares  that  the  Spirit  of  Yahweh  had 
departed  from  Saul  (with  evident  reference  to  his  coming  upon  David,  v.ls) 
we  conclude  that  v.14  has  been  composed  for  its  present  place.  The  critics 
are  not  agreed;  Ku.  ( HCO 2.  p.  384  cf.  p.  388)  supposes  something  cut  out  for 
the  insertion  of  is1-^13.  Bu.  (RS.  p.  214)  and  Co.  ( Einl s.  p.  102)  find  1614 
the  direct  continuation  of  1452.  Ki.  supposes  that  this  is  the  beginning  of  a 
new  document  —  a  life  of  David. 

14.  As  now  read,  the  verse  says  that  the  Spirit  of  Yahweh  de¬ 
parted  from  Saul  and  an  evil  spirit  from  Yahweh  troubled  him~\  the 
verb  means  fell  suddenly  upon  or  startled.  The  affliction  mani¬ 
fested  itself  in  sudden  or  unreasoning  fits  of  terror.  Both  mental 
and  physical  disease  (but  especially  mental)  were  ascribed  to  the 
agency  of  evil  spirits  until  very  recent  times,  even  in  the  most 
enlightened  communities,  cf.  Schm.  I.  p.  549,  Nevius,  Demon 
Possession  (1896).  The  wording  of  this  verse  may  show  that 
the  author  had  such  an  idea,  though,  of  course,  he  did  not  think 
of  an  organized  kingdom  of  Satan,  such  as  meets  us  in  later  times. 
He  is  careful,  in  fact,  to  show  that  this  agent  (or  agency)  was 
entirely  subject  to  Yahweh  by  defining  it  as  he  does.  The  Arab 
idea  that  an  insane  person  is  possessed  by  a  jinn  is  nowhere  dis¬ 
tinctly  expressed  in  the  Old  Testament.  Besides  the  lying  spirit 
in  the  mouth  of  Ahab’s  prophets,  we  may  cite  here  the  evil  spirit 
sent  by  God  between  Abimelech  and  his  subjects  in  Shechem,  Jd. 
923.  Possibly  the  spirit  of  jealousy  mentioned  in  Num.  514  may 
be  brought  into  the  same  category.  The  term  used  in  the  rest  of 
this  account  shows  a  different  conception.  — 15,  16.  Saul’s  ser¬ 
vants  propose  a  remedy  for  his  affliction  :  An  evil  spirit  of  God  is 
troubling  thee ;  let  thy  servants  speak,  and  they  will  seek  a  man 
skilful  in  playing  the  lyre~\  the  instrument  is  one  of  those  most 
frequently  mentioned  in  the  Old  Testament.  Music  is  associated 
with  benign  possession  (by  the  spirit  of  God)  in  the  case  of  the 
Prophets,  io5  2  K.  315.  Here  it  is  expected  to  procure  relief  from 
obsession.  A  similar  belief  was  held  by  the  Greeks  and  Latins.* 


*  Ut  ostendit  Pythagoras  apud  Senecam,  Schm.  p.  551  citing  Serarius,  “  qui 
addit  plures  autores  atque  exemplaria." 
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—  17.  Saul  assents,  saying :  Look  out  for  me  a  man  who  plays 
well  and  bring  him  to  me]  the  king  puts  the  qualification  in  some¬ 
what  higher  terms  than  the  courtiers.  — 18.  One  of  the  attendants 
mentions  David  as  the  very  man  for  the  place  —  a  musician,  a 
man  of  valour,  a  soldier,  judicious  in  speech,  and  a  man  of  pres¬ 
ence,  and  Yahweh  is  with  him]  the  panegyric  is  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  a  friend  at  court,  and  must  not  be  taken  too  literally.  But 
it  certainly  implies  that  David  had  already  had  some  experience 
in  war,  and  had  attained  to  man’s  estate.  No  supposition  will 
enable  us  to  harmonize  this  statement  with  the  earlier  part  of  this 
chapter,  and  with  some  parts  of  17.  — 19.  The  result  is  that  Saul 
sends  messengers  to  Jesse,  saying  :  Send  me  David  thy  son]  that 
he  is  described  as  being  with  the  flock  is  probably  an  afterthought 
of  a  scribe,  though  it  was  not  by  any  means  derogatory  to  a  grown 
man  to  take  charge  of  the  flocks,  as  is  seen  in  the  cases  of  Moses 
and  Jacob.  —  20.  Obedient  to  the  message,  Jesse  took  ten  loaves 
of  bread  and  a  skin  of  wine  and  a  kid]  the  modest  present  of  a 
farmer  to  his  king,  and  sent  them  by  the  hand  of  David  his  son  to 
Saul]  it  was  not  good  form  to  approach  the  king  without  a  pres¬ 
ent. —  21,  22.  David  was  taken  into  Saul’s  service  and  Saul 
loved  him  and  he  became  one  of  his  armour-bearers]  the  king 
surrounded  himself  with  a  body-guard  of  these  squires.  With  the 
consent  of  his  father,  David  was  thus  a  permanent  member  of  the 
court.  —  23.  And  when  the  spirit  of  God  came  upon  Saul,  David 
would  take  the  lyre  and  play,  and  Saul  would  breathe  freely,  and 
would  be  well,  and  the  evil  spirit  would  depart  from  him. 

14.  lnny^t]  the  perfect  with  waw  consecutive  has  frequentative  force.  — 
mm  nun  n;vnn]  the  spirit  is  nowhere  else  described  with  so  much  circum¬ 
spection.  In  Samuel  we  find  both  mm  nn  (io6)  and  mnSx  mi.  Ihe  MSS. 
vary  in  1 1°.  In  one  instance  1$  has  n;i  mm  mi  where  3  found  cnVx.  The 
tendency  of  the  scribes  to  substitute  D'nix  for  the  more  sacred  name  makes 
it  probable  that  in  this  case  3  is  secondary.  Both  n>'i  mnbx  mi  and  nil'  mi 
njn  seem  to  me  to  be  ungrammatical,  and  I  suspect  that  the  original  was 
simply  D'nSx  nn  throughout  this  paragraph.  — 16.  quoS  qn:i>!  mix  xmox' 
Wpa’J  is  hardly  possible  (as  is  shown  by  We.,  Dr.,  and  acknowledged  by  Bu.) 
though  retained  by  Kl.,  and  Ki.,  with  a  slight  change.  has  eh6.Twaav  Sr/ 
0!  SovAo!  (tov  ivd>iulv  ffou  ical  ^r]TT)oa.To>(ia.v  which  should  probably  be  restored. 
S)  omits  after  xi  v.15  to  mix  xriDX’  v.16.  Probably  the  translators  did  not 
have  mix,  as  the  omission  then  becomes  a  clear  case  of  homeoteleuton.  — 
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}JJD  ym]  is  in  v.18  p.)  ym.  As  there  is  no  reason  why  the  expression  should 
vary  in  so  short  a  space  we  should  probably  read  jjj  ym  in  both  cases,  and 
this  is  favoured  by  (5.  On  the  mj3  cf.  Benzinger,  Hebr.  Archiiol.  p.  274.  — 
0'nhN]  is  lacking  in  <gB,g.  —  ima  pj]  1810 199,  the  variant  of  <3  (he  shall  play  on 
his  lyre )  is  the  substitution  of  a  more  obvious  word.  — 17.  pjV  a'B'D]  Is.  2316 
Ez.  3332  Ps.  33s.  —  h  wwi]  cf.  h  vnjn  v.1.  — 18.  -m  paai]  discriminating 
in  speech.  —  -iNn  imsn]  generally  we  find  nsn  no\  Gen.  39®.  But  in  English 
we  also  speak  of  a  man  of  presence  instead  of  a  man  of  good  presence.  — 
107  mm]  the  meaning  is  that  he  is  prospered  in  what  he  undertakes,  io7 
Jd.  I22;  cf.  Gen.  39s.  — 19.  jscn  nsw]  is  regarded  as  a  harmonistic  insertion 
by  Bu.  and  Co.  (£inls.  p.  102).  The  objection  to  it  is  that  Saul  has  nowhere 
been  told  that  David  is  with  the  flock.  —  20.  nn1?  non]  is  contrary  to  analogy'. 
Bread  is  always  counted  in  loaves,  and  we  should  doubtless  (with  We.,  Dr.) 
correct  to  onb  mtpy,  which  is  found  in  the  parallel,  1717.  miry  was  first  cor¬ 
rupted  to  my  which  is  represented  in  ©AB,  and  then  as  that  was  seen  to  be 
absurdly  small  men  was  substituted.  ©L  has  expanded  the  text  as  has  l  — 
asinum,  et  imposuit  super  gomor  panis  (Cod.  Leg.)  - — -and  this  has  been  taken 
by  Bu.  into  his  text  in  the  form  anS  npd  vSy  asm  men.  But  this  is  one  of  the 
frequent  cases  in  which  the  longer  text  is  suspicious.  —  21.  vjdS  myn]  ex¬ 
presses  the  fact  that  David  became  one  of  the  king’s  personal  attendants, 
1  K.  128.  —  23.  a'nVx  nn]  is  corrected  in  all  the  versions  to  njn  nn  or  nn 
nyi  B'nSn.  I  suppose  fSf  to  be  original,  as  the  more  difficult  reading,  and  more 
likely  to  be  emended  by  a  scribe.  —  Sltw1?  mm]  Job  3221,  where  Elihu  declares 
that  he  must  relieve  himself  by  speech.  The  word  would  therefore  favour  ©’s 
understanding  of  Saul’s  malady  as  accompanied  by  fits  of  suffocation.  But  cf. 
nmn,  Ex.  811.  —  nynn  nn]  can  doubtless  be  justified  by  parallel  instances,  cf. 
Dr.,  Notes,  p.  45  (on  618).  But  I  suspect  the  whole  last  clause  to  be  a  late 
addition,  the  sense  being  complete  without  it. 


XVII.  1-XVIII.  5.  The  single  combat  of  David  with  Goliath. 

—  The  familiar  story  need  not  here  be  rehearsed.  We  may  pass 
at  once  to  the  critical  problems  which  it  presents.  The  first  fact 
which  claims  attention  is  that  a  large  family  of  Greek  MSS.,  rep¬ 
resented  by  (@B,  omit  considerable  sections  of  the  narrative,  to 
wit,  1712-31.41  i  755-i85.  The  critics  are  still  divided  on  the  question 
which  recension  is  original.  Wellhausen  in  his  study  of  the  text 
decided  for  because  harmonistic  omissions  imply  a  critical  in¬ 
sight  which  we  cannot  suppose  in  the  translators.  This  argument, 
though  afterwards  given  up  by  We.  himself,  is  still  good.  The 
universal  rule  in  such  cases  is  that  the  presumption  is  against 
the  longer  text.  The  argument  is  strengthened  in  this  case  by 
the  phenomena  observed  in  chapter  18,  where  also  some  sections 
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are  omitted  by  (*§B.  In  that  chapter  it  is  generally  agreed  that 
the  omission  leaves  a  continuous,  and  therefore  original,  text. 
The  probability  that  the  same  causes  have  been  at  work  in  the 
two  contiguous  chapters  is  very  strong.  In  the  present  chapter, 
the  shorter  text  is  perfectly  consistent  with  itself,  and  the  omis¬ 
sions  do  not  leave  any  appreciable  hiatus.  Whether  the  omitted 
sections  also  form  a  continuous  narrative,  as  is  claimed  by  Cornill, 
may,  however,  be  doubted.  Yet  they  have  the  appearance  of  parts 
of  an  independent  document  which  has  lost  something  in  being 
fitted  into  another  text. 

We  have  had  two  accounts  of  David  in  the  preceding  chapter. 
Our  first  thought  is  that  the  two  documents  are  continued  in  the 
present  story,  and  that  the  lines  of  cleavage  are  indicated  by  the 
differences  in  the  text.  In  fact,  the  omitted  sections  show  affin¬ 
ity  with  161'13.  In  both,  David  is  the  shepherd  lad,  the  youngest 
of  his  father’s  sons.  The  natural  sequence  of  the  anointing  by 
Samuel,  is  an  exploit  which  will  bring  David  to  the  notice  of  the 
people.  More  difficulty  is  encountered  in  making  1 71'11, 32-4°- 42-54 
continue  i614-23.  In  the  account  of  David’s  coming  to  court,  he 
is  described  as  already  an  experienced  warrior,  while  in  our 
chapter  he  is  called  by  Saul  a  youth.  This  objection  is  not 
perhaps  decisive  ;  Saul  might  well  call  a  younger  man  by  this 
term,  even  though  he  had  already  reached  years  of  discretion. 
Nor  can  we  say  that  David’s  inexperience  in  the  use  of  armour 
of  proof  is  altogether  inconsistent  with  what  is  said  in  1618.  Even 
an  experienced  warrior  might  not  be  familiar  with  that  sort  of 
armament.  And  again,  the  use  of  the  sling  is  not  a  sign  of  youth 
or  inexperience.  The  weapon  used  by  the  Benjamites  who  could 
sling  at  a  hair  without  missing,  Jd.  2016,  and  who  are  evidently 
regarded  as  a  formidable  corps,  was  not  a  plaything. 

But  when  all  is  said,  the  incongruity  of  this  account  with  what 
precedes  is  marked.  Saul  appears  as  a  timid  and  irresolute  man. 
The  whole  impression  made  by  David  is  different  from  the  de¬ 
scription  of  him  we  have  just  had.  The  style  of  the  narrator  is 
more  diffuse  and  less  vivid  than  the  parts  of  the  Saul  document 
which  we  have  studied.  For  these  reasons  it  seems  impossible  to 
make  the  identification  proposed.  Yet  we  need  an  account  of  an 
exploit  on  the  part  of  David  to  account  for  Saul’s  outbreak  of 
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jealousy.  The  author  who  makes  him  Saul’s  favourite  armour- 
bearer  in  1 6,  and  then  makes  Saul  plot  against  him  in  18,  must 
give  a  motive  for  the  change  of  mind.  He  must,  at  least,  make 
David  very  successful  in  battle  and  so  arouse  the  king’s  jealousy. 
The  fact  that  Goliath  was  slain  by  Elhanan  2  S.  2110  would  weigh 
somewhat  against  the  present  form  of  this  narrative.  The  natural 
conclusion  is  that  in  place  of  this  chapter  there  was  originally  (as 
a  continuation  of  1623)  a  brief  account  of  David’s  prowess  against 
the  Philistines.  This  was  later  replaced  by  the  present  circum¬ 
stantial  story,  which,  however,  was  first  circulated  without  the  addi¬ 
tions  which  we  find  in  ^  as  compared  with  (§. 

On  the  critical  questions  the  reader  may  consult,  besides  the  usual  authori¬ 
ties,  W.  R.  Smith,  OTJC0-.  pp.  120-124,  431-433;  Cornill  in  the  Konigsbergcr 
Studien ,  I.  pp.  25-34;  and  Bonk,  De  Davide  Israelitarum  Rege  (Disserta¬ 
tion,  1891),  pp.  17-27.  All  these  authors  agree  that  the  recension  of  has 
not  arisen  by  omissions  from  that  of  but  that  a  different  document  has 
been  inserted  in  WRS.  argues  for  the  original  coherence  of  the  narrative 
of  (5  with  1614-23,  which  I  have  not  brought  myself  to  assert.  Yet  there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  our  supposing  that  there  once  stood  here  a  brief  account 
of  David’s  exploit  which  did  continue  i6li~23. 

1-11.  Fresh  attack  by  the  Philistines.  —  The  enemy  invade 
Judah.  The  situation  is  described,  the  point  of  importance  being 
the  presence  of  a  champion  who  challenges  Israel.  —  1.  The 
Philistines  gathered  their  forces  for  war ]  a  similar  opening  is 
found  281.  —  And  gathered  at  Shocoh~\  identified  as  “  a  strong 
position  isolated  from  the  rest  of  the  ridge  ”  west  of  Bethlehem, 
still  bearing  the  name  Shuweikeh.  An  invasion  of  Judah  in  order 
to  attack  Saul  is  hardly  probable,  and  an  early  author  would  make 
the  Judahites  call  upon  Saul  for  help.  The  invading  army  camped 
between  Shocoh  and  Azekah ]  mentioned  in  Jos.  is35  in  connexion 
with  Shocoh.  From  its  name  it  seems  to  have  been  a  stronghold, 
cf.  Jer-  34'-  —  In  Ephes-Dammim~\  as  the  situation  is  sufficiently 
described  by  the  names  of  Shocoh  and  Azekah,  this  redundant 
statement  is  suspicious.  On  the  conjecture  which  emends  it  to 
on  the  brink  of  the  waters  see  the  critical  note. : — 2.  Saul  with  his 
army  camped  in  the  Valley  of  ElaK\  or  of  the  Oak,  cf.  2110.  The 
present  name  JVady  es-Sant  resembles  the  ancient  one  in  that 
Sant  is  also  a  tree.  —  And  arrayed  the  battle  to  meet  the  Philis- 
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tines\  4"  2  S.  ion  1!}.  —  3.  And  the  Philistines  ivere  standing  on  the 
hill  on  this  side,  and  Israel  was  standing  on  the  hill  on  that  side, 
and  the  valley  was  between  theni\  this  is  evidently  meant  to  de¬ 
scribe  the  situation  at  the  time  of  the  duel,  and  favours  the 
shorter  text,  in  which  David’s  attack  follows  at  once  upon  the 
challenge;  whereas  in  the  section  inserted  by  ^  the  challenge 
was  repeated  morning  and  evening  for  forty  days.  —  4.  And  there 
came  out  from  the  ranks  of  the  Philistines  a  champioif  this  is  the 
only  word  we  can  use  —  the  Hebrew  term  is  obscure.  —  Whose 
name  was  Goliath  of  G a th]  according  to  2  S.  2122  he  belonged  to  a 
family  of  giants.  His  height  —  six  cubits  and  a  span  —  would  be 
at  the  smallest  computation  about  ten  English  feet. — 5-7.  He 
was  formidable  not  only  by  his  size,  but  also  by  reason  of  his 
armour.  The  defensive  armour  is  all  of  bronze  —  helmet  and 
breastplate  of  scales ]  like  the  scales  of  a  fish,  plates  overlapping 
each  other  and  allowing  free  movement ;  zvhose  weight  was  five 
thousand  shekels  of  bronze']  say  a  hundred  and  fifty  pounds  avoir¬ 
dupois. —  And  bronze  greaves  upon  his  feet]  there  seems  to  be  no 
doubt  of  the  meaning,  though  the  word  for  greaves  occurs  no¬ 
where  else.  —  And  a  bronze  javelin  between  his  shoulders ]  the 
text  is  somewhat  doubtful.  A  javelin  was  carried  between  the 
shoulders,  at  least  sometimes,  as  Bochart  shows  from  Homer 
(citation  in  Keil  and  Dr.).  But  the  brojize  seems  to  indicate  a 
defensive  weapon,  and  some  Rabbinical  authorities  conjectured 
a  back  plate.  —  7.  And  the  shaft  of  his  spear  was  like  a  weaver’s 
beam~\  in  size,' 2  S.  2iiy  1  Chr.  n23;  and  the  head  of  the  spear  was 
six  hundred  shekels  of  iron.  The  principal  object  of  the  descrip¬ 
tion  is  to  show  how  impregnable  the  man  seemed  to  be.  Added 
to  the  enormous  weight  of  his  panoply,  was  his  helper  and  squire 
—  and  ozie  carrying  the  shield  went  before  him.  —  8.  The  cham¬ 
pion,  having  stepped  forward  from  the  ranks,  stood  and  cried  out 
to  the  ranks  of  Israel]  it  was,  and  is,  the  Arab  custom  for  the 
warrior  to  vaunt  his  own  prowess  and  to  satirize  his  enemies,  as  a 
challenge  to  single  combat.  In  this  case  the  challenge  is  based 
upon  the  uselessness  of  a  general  engagement  when  the  single 
combat  would  settle  the  whole  matter;  Why  do  you  come  out  to 
form  the  line  of  battle?  Am  not  I  a  Philistine,  and  you  servants 
of  Saul?  He  offers  himself  as  a  sample  of  his  nation.  Choose  a 
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man  and  let  him  come  down  to  me !  The  Israelites  standing  on 
the  slope  were  above  him.  —  9.  The  whole  issue  will  be  staked 
on  the  duel  —  If  he  be  able  to  fight  with  me  and  smite  me,  then  we 
will  become  your  servants ]  and  conversely.  — 10.  In  conclusion 
the  champion  renews  the  challenge  :  I  have  taunted  the  ranks  of 
Israel  to-day — give  me  a  man  that  we  may  fight  together ]  the 
challenge  becomes  a  taunt,  when  no  one  is  brave  enough  to 
accept  it.  It  is  possible,  however,  that  some  abusive  language 
has  been  left  out.  — 11.  The  only  result  in  the  ranks  of  Israel  is 
fear,  amounting  almost  to  a  panic.  That  the  situation  could  not 
last  forty  days  is  evident.  In  the  original  narrative  David,  already 
a  member  of  Saul’s  body-guard,  steps  forward  at  once  and  accepts 
the  challenge  — v.32  is  the  immediate  continuation  of  this  verse. 

1.  The  verse  continues  the  preceding  narrative  as  well  as  it  joins  to  any  of 
the  preceding  sections.  —  anuno  'o  icdnu]  cf.  omjnD  dn 's  lsapu,  281.  The 
second  iddn'1  is  suspicious  and  may  indicate  that  the  text  has  been  made  up 
from  two  documents.  —  naia’]  Swx1^  ©•  As  Eusebius  speaks  of  two  villages, 
upper  and  lower,  it  is  possible  that  the  plural  is  original  (We.  who  refers 
to  Euseb.  Onom.  under  2okx“)-  Two  separate  places  with  this  name  are 
mentioned  in  Joshua  15s5-  4S.  One  of  them  was  near  Hebron,  the  other  in  the 
Shephela.  Probably  the  latter  is  intended  here.  Ruins  still  bear  the  name 
Shuweikeh  (Baed.,  Palestine p.  i6i,GAS.,  Geog.  pp.  202,  227).  —  a'Di  Data] 
on  the  reading  of  certain  MSS.  of  ©,  Lagarde  ( Uebersicht ,  p.  76)  restores 
D'an  noaa,  cf.  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  193  note.  The  overfulness  of  the  text  favours 
this,  or  something  like  it,  and  Buhl  (  Geog.  p.  90)  is  inclined  to  adopt  it,  though 
it  seems  doubtful  whether  there  was  water  enough  in  the  wady  to  justify  the 
language.  Pas-Dammim  occurs  1  Chr.  n13  as  the  scene  of  a  battle  fought  by 
David  and  his  men.  Possibly  the  text  here  is  conflate.  —  2.  On  the  l-Vadi  es- 
Sant,  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  18.  —  nhN]  terebinth  or  oak,  cf.  Moore,  Judges,  p.  121  f. 
with  the  references  there  given.  —  3.  ntnp?  "py,  to  draw  up  the  line  of  battle, 
usually  without  ncrrcn.  The  language  of  the  account  reminds  us  of  the 
description  of  Michmash  (nra  as  144). —  4.  marine]  the  army  has  already 
been  described  as  standing  in  order  of  battle,  and  it  is  plain  that  we  should 
read  nmyaa  with  @  (Th.,  We.,  Dr.,  Kl.,  Bu.,  Ki.).  Where  (§L  got  its  dupli¬ 
cate  translation  in  -ravros  rov  AaoG  t?/s  napard^ews  is  not  clear.  —  D’jsrrty'N] 
has  not  been  satisfactorily  explained.  ©  has  avijp  Swards,  1L  vir  spurius. 
The  Hebrew  is  generally  interpreted  as  the  man  of  the  interspace  between  two 
armies.  But  the  space  between  two  armies  is  not  two  spaces  —  except  in  the 
probably  rare  case  where  a  watercourse  divides  it.  There  is,  therefore,  no 
reason  for  the  dual.  It  is  doubtful  whether  Josephus  can  be  cited  for  this 
interpretation,  though  he  describes  Goliath  as  standing  between  the  two 
armies.  Kimchi  in  this  interpretation  (cited  by  Dr.  and  also  by  Sckm.) 
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voices  Jewish  conjecture.  Earlier  Jewish  tradition  is  represented  by  1L  and  a 
fragmentary.  Targum  (cited  by  Dr.  from  Lag.)  according  to  which  the  words 
mean  o?ie  born  of  mixed  race  —  the  Targum  adds  that  he  was  the  son  of  Sam¬ 
son  and  of  Orpah  the  Moabitess.  Kl.  conjectures  ’Pen,  heavy  armed.  —  mSj] 
names  of  men  have  the  feminine  form  not  infrequently  in  Arabic.  For  six 
cubits  <5  has  four,  which  hardly  makes  the  giant  large  enough  to  carry  his 
armour.  —  5.  ntvru]  some  alloy  of  copper.  As  remarked  by  We.,  p?  is  con¬ 
sistent  in  making  the  defensive  armour  of  this  material,  and  the  offensive 
of  iron.  —  6.  nrcpc’p]  also  of  the  scales  of  the  ‘great  dragon’  Ezek.  29*. — 
nenj]  bronze  and  iron  ©. —  nnsm]  should  be  pointed  as  a  plural,  Kv^fuSes 
©  — Th.,  We.,  al.  —  pTi]  aoirls  ©  everywhere  except  in  this  chapter  translates 
either  pa  or  rux.  Kl.  conjectures  ma,  which,  however,  is  always  a  bowl  or  pan. 
Possibly  this  clause  has  been  interpolated  from  v.45.  —  7.  pm]  Kt.  is  doubtless 
to  be  corrected  to  pjn  Qre.  —  tuc]  occurs  only  in  the  phrase  of  the  text.  Cf. 
Moore,  Proc.  Am.  Or.  Soc.  1889,  p.  179,  and  Judges,  p.  353.  —  njx]  seems  to 
have  been  the  large  shield,  in  distinction  from  the  smaller  pa.  —  8.  mi^Son]  for 
which  ©  has  aAAocpvAos  without  the  article.  The  latter  seems  more  vivid,  as 
though  the  champion  in  assumed  modesty  said :  I  am  one  of  many,  make  trial 
of  me  and  judge  of  the  rest  by  the  result.  —  na]  is  unintelligible.  Restore 
nna  with  the  versions,  cf.  1  K.  1825  (Dr.  and  Weir).  — 9.  The  regular  hypo¬ 
thetical  sentence  beginning  with  an  imperfect  and  carried  on  by  a  perfect  with 
waw  consecutive,  Davidson,  Syntax,  §  130  a.  — 10.  mein]  can  mean  only 
I  have  insulted  or  taunted,  and  must  describe  what  the  giant  has  already  done. 
As  the  preceding  verses  contain  only  the  challenge  to  fight,  we  must  suppose 
that  the  unaccepted  challenge  was  itself  an  insult,  as  indeed  it  was.  But  there 
may  have  been  some  abusive  language  in  the  original  document  which  a 
scribe  left  out  as  blasphemous.  —  11.  mmi]  a  strong  word.  They  were  broken 
in  spirit,  were  dismayed,  cf.  Dt.  121  318  Jos.  i9. 


12-31.  David’s  coming  to  camp.  —  The  narrative  goes  back 
to  the  family  of  Jesse  at  Bethlehem.  The  three  sons  who  are 
named  in  166"9  are  here  said  to  have  gone  to  the  army.  David, 
the  youngest,  is  called  from  the  flock  by  his  father  to  carry  sup¬ 
plies  to  his  brothers.  He  comes  to  the  camp  just  as  the  Philis¬ 
tine  utters  his  customary  challenge.  Inquiring  more  particularly 
about  the  promised  reward,  he  is  taken  to  Saul,  who  consents  to 
his  fighting. 

The  paragraph  is  lacking  in  and  is  marked  with  an  asterisk 
in  some  MSS.  It  is  inserted  in  A  and  in  L,  but  the  differences  are 
such  as  to  warrant  us  in  saying  that  the  two  translations  are  made 
by  different  hands.  In  the  case  of  A  also,  the  translator  does  not 
appear  to  be  the  one  from  whom  we  have  the  rest  of  the  Book. 
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12-16.  The  household  of  Jesse  is  described  so  far  as  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  the  present  purpose.  Jesse  himself  is  too  old  to  go  to  the 
war,  and  David  is  regarded  as  too  young.  Three  of  the  sons  are 
in  the  ranks.  What  has  become  of  the  other  four  is  not  told.  — 

12.  And  David  was  son  of  an  Ephrathite  of  Bethlehem  Judah 
whose  name  was  Jesse,  and  who  had  eight  sons.  The  man  was  in 
the  days  of  Saul  an  old  man,  advanced  in  years']  such  is  apparently 
the  intention  of  the  ungrammatical  or  corrupt  Hebrew.  The  ad¬ 
jective  Ephrathite  as  applied  to  inhabitants  of  Bethlehem  is  found 
only  here  and  in  Ruth  i2.  — 13,  14.  The  three  sons,  whose  names 
are  given,  had  gone  after  Saul]  the  tautology  of  the  verses  is  in¬ 
tolerable. —  David  was  the  youngest]  as  already  told.  —  15.  The 
verse  is  a  plain  attempt  to  harmonize  this  account  with  i614-23.  As 
it  stands  it  can  mean  only  that  David’s  custom  was  to  go  to  and 
fro  between  his  home  and  the  court.  The  improbability  is  obvi¬ 
ous,  and  the  contradiction  with  i622  is  not  yet  removed. — 
16.  Another  harmonistic  verse,  intended  to  give  David  time  to 
reach  the  camp.  As  Bethlehem  is  only  a  few  miles  from  Shocoh 
the  author  has  been  too  generous  :  The  Philistine  drew  near  morn¬ 
ing  and  evening  and  took  his  stand,  forty  days. 

The  present  form  of  this  paragraph  seems  to  be  due  to  the 
redactor.  It  cannot  have  continued  1 6 1-13  directly,  but  seems  to 
be  dependent  on  that.  There  would  be  no  difficulty  in  making 
the  author  of  i6W3  speak  briefly  of  the  Philistine  invasion  and 
add  :  the  three  oldest  sons  of  Jesse  went  after  Saul  to  the  war,  con¬ 
tinuing  by  v.17. 

12.  run]  if  it  be  grammatical,  the  word  must  qualify  David :  and  this 
David,  son  of  an  Ephrathite.  13ut  even  then  the  sentence  does  not  give  a 
clear  construction.  The  word  is  omitted  by  jsj,  and  was  differently  read  by 
<§AL  —  probably  these  point  to  an  original  ton  which  would  be  in  place. — 
D’auxa  xa]  is  unmeaning.  The  synonym  of  jpr  is  a'D’a  xa  which  should 
probably  be  restored  here.  (SLS  seem  to  point  to  Duca  Na  against  which 
nothing  can  be  said,  except  that  it  occurs  nowhere  else.  Dr.,  following  Hitzig, 
strikes  out  xa  as  erroneous  duplication  of  the  two  letters  which  follow.  Kl. 
conjectures  nnnSnn  ’Coxa  Nap  of  which  there  seems  to  be  a  hint  in  2L  — 

13.  la Sn  .  .  .  ia5n]  is  redundant  and  impossible.  One  of  the  two  verbs  must 
be  stricken  out,  and  the  last  one  is  actually  omitted  by  @LS. 

17-19.  The  mission  of  David.- — He  is  commanded  by  his 
father :  Take  to  thy  brothers  this  epha  of  parched  corn]  parched 
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corn  is  ears  of  wheat  or  barley  plucked  just  before  they  are  ripe, 
and  roasted  or  singed  in  the  fire.  It  is  still  eaten  in  Palestine, 
and  is  especially  fitted  for  provision  for  travellers  or  soldiers,  cf. 
2  S.  1728.  The  epha  is  something  over  a  bushel.  The  army  had 
of  course  no  regular  commissariat.  To  this  provision  were  added 
ten  of  the  round  flat  loaves  of  the  fellahin.  —  And  bring  them  in 
haste ]  2  Chr.  3513.  — 18.  David  was  also  to  take  ten  cheeses  to 
the  captain  of  the  thousand,  to  ask  his  brothers  of  their  welfare, 
and  to  take  their  pledge.  What  this  means  is  uncertain,  and  no 
emendation  yet  suggested  improves  upon  the  text.  Possibly  some 
token  had  been  agreed  upon  which  they  should  send  home  in 
place  of  a  letter. — 19.  Jesse  concludes  his  command  by  indi¬ 
cating  the  locality  in  which  they  were  to  be  found. 

17.  run  anS]  read  nrn  onSn,  the  n  has  been  lost  after  miry  (Dr.,  Bu.). — 
18.  aS  nn  wan]  although  not  found  elsewhere,  plainly  means  cheeses.  Nothing 
else  made  of  milk  would  be  appropriate.  Ancient  tradition,  as  represented  in 
the  versions,  agrees  with  this. — onmy]  6'cra  av  xpvCulTiv  {.yrdad)  <5A  may 
point  to  a  runs  =  their  need,  as  was  pointed  out  by  Cappellus,  Critica  Sacra, 
p.  286,  whereas  et  cum  quibus  ordinati  sunt  3L  would  favour  arony.  But  npn 
would  agree  with  neither  of  these.  — 19.  That  the  verse  is  part  of  Jesse’s 
speech  is  seen  by  Schm.  and  most  of  the  recent  commentators.  Kl.  dissents. 

20-25.  David’s  visit  to  the  camp.  —  Rising  early  in  the  morn¬ 
ing,  he  left  the  flock  in  the  hand  of  the  keeper\  cf.  v."2.  After  his 
journey  of  about  twelve  miles,  he  came  to  the  entrenchment  just  as 
the  army  was  going  forth  to  line  of  battle  and  shouting  the  war- 
cry  _ ]  lit.  shouting  in  the  battle.  But  the  battle  was  not  joined. 
The  picture  of  the  two  armies  going  through  this  parade  forty 
days  in  succession,  only  to  hear  the  swelling  words  of  Goliath,  is 
ludicrous. -—22.  On  discovering  the  situation,  David  put  off  the 
vessels ]  bags  or  baskets,  we  may  suppose,  into  the  hand  of  the 
keeper  of  the  baggage,  and  ran  to  the  ranks']  the  eagerness  of  a 
lad  to  see  the  battle  needs  no  comment.  The  boys  among 
Mohammed’s  followers  at  Medina  wept  when  they  were  pro¬ 
nounced  too  young  to  go  to  war.  As  he  had  been  commanded, 
he  came  and  asked  his  brothers  of  their  welfare ]  cf.  v.18.  —  23.  The 
champion  appears  *  and  speaks  according  to  these  words ]  the  words 

*  Notice  that  the  champion’s  name  is  given  in  full,  as  if  he  had  not  been  named 
before. 
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given  above.  —  24.  And  David  and  all  the  men  of  Israel  heard, 
and  when  they  saw  the  man,  they  feared  greatly  and  fled  before 
him.  The  received  text  puts  the  effect  before  the  cause.  The 
language  implies  that  the  ranks  were  thrown  into  confusion.  — 
25.  The  universal  talk  was  to  this  effect :  Have  you  seen  this 
man  ?  To  insult  Israel  he  has  come  up.  The  kmg  will  greatly 
enrich  the  man  who  shall  smite  him.  He  will  give  him  his  daughter 
also,  and  will  make  his  father's  house  free  in  Israel ]  exempt  from 
exactions  of  service  or  of  property. 

20.  ids’]  is  used  of  a  keeper  of  sheep  nowhere  else.  —  Nam]  without  the 
object  is  not  common,  and  one  is  tempted  to  correct  to  —  nSjpcn]  the 
same  word  (without  the  accusative  ending)  265-7.  ©A  has  o-TpoyyvAutns 
here,  which  means  something  round  or  rounded  —  an  entrenchment  around 
the  camp?  The  Hebrew  word  is  usually  supposed  to  mean  a  wagon-barri¬ 
cade.  But  we  never  hear  of  wagons  in  Saul’s  army,  and  the  hill  country  in 
which  he  marched  was  exceedingly  unfavourable  to  them.  —  NX'n]  by  omitting 
the  article  we  get  a  good  circumstantial  clause,  as  was  already  seen  by  Tanchum. 

■ — nanSca]  may  have  been  originally  ncnScS  (Th.).  —  21.  "ppm]  the  femi¬ 
nine  with  a  collective  subject,  cf.  attin  'nm,  2  S.  82.  — 22.  ron]  here  in  the 
sense  of  putting  off  from  one.  —  a’1?}]  a  word  of  wide  signification  —  the  things 
which  he  had  with  him.  —  inis’]  the  guard  left  with  the  camp  equipage. — 
N3'i]  is  lacking  in  ©LSll. —  23.  "UtD  Nim]  cf.  Dr.,  Tensed’,  §  166.  rvnjTDD 
Kt.  is  evidently  a  scribe’s  error  for  nimpaa  Qre.  —  nSxn  anaia]  the  reference 
is  to  the  words  given  in  v.8.  The  present  account,  if  once  an  independent 
document,  had  a  similar  speech  of  Goliath  either  here  or  as  a  part  of  its  intro¬ 
ductory  paragraph.  —  m  jwi]  should,  perhaps,  be  joined  with  v.24,  in  which 
case  a  1  should  be  prefixed  to  amtna,  so  ©L  understands.  — 24.  ind  .  .  .  lam] 
the  two  clauses  are  in  the  wrong  order  (logically),  and  I  have  therefore  re¬ 
versed  them,  with  (§L.  But  the  whole  verse  accords  ill  with  v.25,  and  may  be 
a  late  insertion.  —  25.  btntm  imx]  is  to  be  taken  collectively.  It  was  not  one 
man  who  was  sent  out  with  the  offer  of  reward,  but  the  reward  was  a  matter 
of  common  fame.  —  amion]  Ges.26  22  s.  —  nbpn]  is  lacking  in  S  and  super¬ 
fluous.  —  nSp]  is  better  pointed  in  the  perfect  tense. 

26-31.  David’s  desire  to  meet  the  Philistine.  —  He  inquires 
more  particularly  of  the  reward  to  be  given,  and  thus  brings  upon 
himself  a  rebuke  from  his  brother.  —  26.  Two  questions  are 
reported,  —  the  first  concerns  the  reward  :  What  shall  be  done  to 
the  man  who  shall  smite  yonder  Philistine  and  take  away  reproach 
from  Israel?  The  insult  of  the  champion  lies  as  a  burden  upon 
the  people  until  it  is  removed  by  the  acceptance  of  the  challenge, 
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David’s  estimate  of  the  champion  is  manifested  in  a  second  ques¬ 
tion  :  For  who  is  this  uncircumcised  Philistine  that  he  has  dared 
to  insult  the  soldiers  of  a  living  God ?  The  Philistines  alone 

among  the  neighbours  of  Israel  are  stigmatized  as  uncircumcised, 
Jd.  143  1518  1  S.  146.  The  language  of  the  question  is  taken  from 
v.36.  The  people  reply  according  to  the  word  just  reported. — 
28.  His  brother  Eliab  heard  the  question,  and  was  angry  and 
questioned  him  :  Why  is  it  that  thou  hast  come  down  ?  With 
whom  hast  thou  left  that  morsel  of  a  flock  ?  The  questions  imply 
blame,  which  is  now  directly  expressed  :  I  know  thy  self-will  and 
the  evil  of  thy  heart,  for  to  see  the  battle  hast  thou  come~\  the  wil¬ 
fulness  of  a  headstrong  boy.  —  29.  The  first  half  of  David’s  reply 
is  plain  enough.  The  second  half  is  more  difficult :  Was  it  not  but 
a  word .?]  which  is  generally  accepted,  is  not  satisfactory.  David 
did  cherish  the  intention,  for  which  he  was  rebuked  by  his  brother 
and  it  would  be  an  evasion  for  him  to  plead  that  as  yet  he  had 
done  nothing  but  ask  a  question.  Is  it  not  a  matter  of  impor¬ 
tance  ?  seems  to  be  what  we  need,  and  probably  the  Hebrew  will 
bear  that  interpretation.  —  30,  31.  The  earnestness  of  David  is 
shown  by  his  refusing  to  debate  the  matter  with  his  brother,  and 
turning  to  another  quarter,  where  his  inquiries  are  answered  as 
before.  His  words  —  evidently  those  expressing  contempt  for  the 
Philistine  champion — -were  heard  and  reported  to  Saul,  who  took 
him  to  himself.  Perhaps  we  should  read  and  they  took  him  and 
brought  him  before  Saul. 

26.  ?5n]  may  have  a  somewhat  contemptuous  force.  —  tpri]  with  the  force  of 
a  subjunctive  perfect;  I  have  given  a  free  translation. — D"n  D'ni>N]  Dt.  528. — 
27.  run  1212]  is  used  to  avoid  repetition. — 28.  njnn  jNxn  tsjjn]  the  sense  is  evi¬ 
dent,  though  we  cannot  say  in  English  the  fragment  of  those  sheep.  —  pit]  is 
the  unrestrained  impetuousness  of  a  headstrong  boy. —  29.  tun  n2n  ton]  was 
it  not  but  a  word  (from  &  through  Kimchi  to  most  modern  interpreters) 
would  require  the  limitation  in  Hebrew  as  well  as  in  English.  Was  it  not  a 
command  of  my  father?  which  is  Luther’s  idea,  should  also  be  more  distinctly 
expressed.  Is  it  not  an  affair  ?  would  certainly  be  an  allowable  translation 
for  the  passage.  Nonne  res  vera  istud  (Schm.)  is  substantially  the  same,  and 
hat  es  denn  keinen  grund?  (Kl.)  shows  a  similar  apprehension.  Kl.  refers  to 
Am.  613.  —  31.  innp'i]  we  should  expect  another  expression,  either  he  called 
him,  or  they  brought  him  before  Saul,  6>L  has  :  they  took  him  and  brought  him 
before  Saul, 
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32-39.  David  volunteers  to  meet  the  Philistine. — The  sec¬ 
tion  joins  immediately  to  v.u,  as  any  one  may  convince  himself 
by  reading  them  together  :  Saul  and  all  Israel  heard  these  words 
of  the  Philistine  and  were  terrified  and  feared  exceedingly.  But 
David  said  to  Saul :  Let  not  my  Lord's  courage  sink  within  him  ! 
I  will  go  and  fight  this  Philistine.  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  a 
better  connexion.  And  although  the  general  tenor  of  the  narra¬ 
tive  is  against  its  direct  coherence  with  i614-23,  this  particular  open¬ 
ing  is  quite  in  harmony  with  the  picture  of  David  there  presented. 
—  32.  A  slight  correction  of  the  text  is  needed,  and  the  transla¬ 
tion  already  given  is  on  this  basis.  —  33.  Saul  objects  that  David 
is  a  youth  and  he  a  man  of  war  from  his  youth.  The  language  is 
not  necessarily  inconsistent  with  i613,  for  to  a  seasoned  warrior 
like  Saul,  David’s  comparative  youth  is  in  evidence.  Still,  it 
hardly  seems  likely  that  the  author  of  i618  would  have  put  the 
objection  in  just  this  form.  —  34.  David  gives  a  chapter  from  his 
experience:  Thy  servant  was  keeping  sheep  for  his  father ]  this 
again  is  not  inconsistent  with  i618  because  the  verb  allows  us  to 
date  the  experience  some  distance  in  the  past.  —  And  the  lion 
and  also  the  bear  would  come,  arid  take  a  sheep  from  the  flock ] 
the  occurrence  was  repeated  more  than  once.  The  two  animals 
mentioned  are  well-known  enemies  of  the  flock.  —  35.  In  such  a 
case,  I  would  go  out  after  him  and  smite  him  and  deliver  it  from 
his  mouth.  The  tenses  indicate  that  this  also  was  a  repeated 
experience.  And  if  he  rose  up  against  me,  then  I  would  seize  him 
by  the  chin  and  smite  him  and  slay  him.  —  36.  The  application  to 
the  case  in  hand  :  Both  lion  and  bear  did  thy  servant  slay,  and  this 
uncircumcised  Philistine  shall  be  like  one  of  them.  The  next  clause 
is  like  the  conclusion  of  v.26.  —  37.  The  concluding  sentence  of 
David’s  speech  is  a  profession  of  faith  :  Yahweh  who  delivered  me 
from  the  paw  of  the  lion  and from  the  paw  of  the  bear  will  deliver 
me  from  the  hand  of  this  Philistine.  The  evidence  of  confidence 
is  sufficient  to  convince  Saul,  who  gives  his  consent  with  a  prayer 
that  Yahweh  will  be  with  David.  —  38.  Saul’s  loan  of  his  armour 
is  comprehensible,  even  if  David  were  already  an  experienced 
soldier ;  for  the  occasion  was  no  common  one,  and  the  king  had, 
of  course,  the  best  armour.  —  He  clothed  David  with  his  garments] 
is  the  author  playing  upon  David’s  coming  elevation  to  the  throne? 
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Besides  the  helmet  of  bronze  has  a  coat  of  mail,  which  is  not 
confirmed  by  (§>B. —  39.  David  girded  his  sword  over  the  coat~\ 
his  own  sword  is  the  natural  meaning,  so  that  in  the  opinion  of 
the  author  he  was  already  a  warrior.  Thus  armed  he  made  a  vaitt 
attempt  to  walk,  for  he  had  not  proved  them~\  that  is,  these  equip¬ 
ments.  In  contrast  with  the  heavy-armed  Philistine,  his  strength 
lay  in  ease  and  rapidity  of  movement.  The  armour  was,  therefore, 
given  up. 

32.  six]  ©  renders  mx,  which  is  appropriate,  especially  when  we  remember 
that  David  is  in  Saul’s  service  (Th.,  We.,  al.). — I'Sjj]  refers  to  Saul  himself, 
cf.  Jer.  818.  It  is  difficult  to  find  any  other  English  rendering  than  within  him , 
though  the  conception  is,  doubtless,  that  the  heart  weighs  upon  the  discour¬ 
aged  man. — 34.  run]  might  be  used  if  David  had  just  come  from  the  flock, 
but  it  more  naturally  applies  to  a  state  which  he  has  quitted  some  time  in 
the  past.  —  toi]  must  be  frequentative.  —  anrwntn]  is  impossible,  unn  qs<i, 
suggested  by  Graetz  (  Gesch .  d.  Juden,  I.  p.  197)  on  the  ground  of  ©,  is  appro¬ 
priate,  and  probably  original.  It  may  indicate  that  the  Syrian  bear  was  a 
more  formidable  enemy  than  the  Syrian  lion — -even  the  bear,  nr,  found  in 
some  editions,  is  only  a  modern  error  for  nt!\  —  35.  The  tenses  continue  those 
in  the  preceding  verse,  except  Cp’l,  which  is  supposed  by  Davidson,  Syntax, 
54,  R.  1,  to  be  chosen  to  express  a  vigorous  supposition.  In  fact,  a  break  in 
the  consecution  is  needed  because  we  can  hardly  suppose  that  the  animal 
always  stood  against  him.  —  36.  unrrDj]  must  be  made  mnrrnN  dj  to  be 
grammatical.  —  nine]  ©  adds:  Shall  I  not  go  and  smite  him  and  remove 
reproach  to-day  from  Israel  ?  For  who  is  this  uncircumcised  [that  he  should 
taunt  the  ranks  of  a  living  God]  ?  The  whole  is  modelled  after  v.26.  Possibly 
this  verse  originally  ended  with  cnc.  —  37a.  -in  icnu]  superfluous,  to  our 
notion,  but  quite  in  accordance  with  Hebrew  usage,  which  thus  introduces 
concluding  sentences  of  speeches.  It  is,  therefore,  original,  though  omitted 
by  ©B  (retained  hy  We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  Ki.).  The  break  in  the  sense  is  indicated 
by  the  space  in  the  middle  of  the  verse.  In  fact,  a  new  paragraph  begins  with 
the  second  half  verse.  —  38.  me]  a  plural  in  form,  but  as  a  singular  no  is 
attested  by  2  S.  io4,  it  is  possible  that  this  is  intended  here;  so  ©  understood. 
The  garment  intended  is  worn  by  warriors  or  officials,  Jd.  316  (Ehud),  2  S.  io4 
(David’s  ambassadors),  1  S.  184  (Jonathan),  2  S.  208  (Joab).  Kl.,  therefore, 
supposes  that  it  was  a  coat  of  defence  (made  of  leather?);  the  nav'bvas  ©  was 
of  sheepskin.  But  this  is  not  certain.  There  seems  no  way  of  interpreting 
the  language  except  to  suppose  that  the  author  makes  Saul  recognize  David’s 
superior  worth,  and  virtually  abdicate  to  him  by  clothing  him  in  the  kingly 
garment.  A  later  paragraph  has  the  same  idea  when  it  makes  Jonathan 
exchange  garments  with  David,  thus  figuratively  putting  him  in  his  place.  — - 
■nji]  is  the  wrong  tense,  and  is  omitted  by  ©B.  Kl.  supposes  the  original  to 
have  been  |njn  nc.  —  imp]  is  written  fan  elsewhere,  and  by  a  number  of  MSS, 
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is  so  given  here.  —  pnts>  inn  found  in  is  omitted  by  <SB,  and  is  prob¬ 

ably  a  late  interpolation.  —  39.  Pot'S  Sn'1]  is  impossible.  iKomaaev  (§B  ren¬ 
ders  nS'i,  cf.  Gen.  1911,  they  wearied  themselves  to  find  the  door,  that  is,  they  tried 
unsuccessfully  to  find  it.  The  emendation  is  suggested  by  Schleusner,  Novus 
Thesaurus  (1820),  and  independently  of  him  by  several  others  (Dr.,  Notes'). 
With  this  meaning  of  the  verb,  @  is  consistent  in  adding  ai rct£  tea)  5 is.  How 
<S5L  came  to  ex^aive  does  not  appear.  —  on  aiD'i]  should  probably  be  read 
onD'i  with  ©B,  for  David  had  been  clothed  by  others,  who  would  also  take 
the  garments  off  (®L  omits  David’s  name,  though  it  has  the  verb  in  the 
singular). 


40-54.  The  duel.  —  David  goes  out  with  the  weapon  to  which 
he  is  accustomed  —  the  sling  —  taking  pains  to  provide  suitable 
stones.  After  an  exchange  of  speeches,  he  hits  the  target  so  suc¬ 
cessfully  that  the  giant  falls  prostrate,  and  is  despatched.  The  fall 
of  the  champion  is  followed  by  the  rout  of  the  Philistine  army. 

40.  David  took  his  club  in  his  hand]  a  very  ancient  weapon, 
and  still  effective  among  the  Bedawin.  One  of  David’s  soldiers 
used  it  successfully  against  an  Egyptian  champion,  2  S.  2321.  — 
And  chose  five  smooth  stones  from  the  bed  of  the  stream  and  put 
them  in  his  scrips  the  word  is  probably  a  technical  term  for  the 
slinger’s  box  or  bag,  in  which  he  carried  his  ammunition.  —  And 
[took]  his  sling]  a  well-known  and  formidable  weapon,  Jd.  2016. 
—  41.  The  verse  is  lacking  in  3 ;  and  as  it  breaks  the  connexion, 
we  may  disregard  it.  —  42.  The  Philistine  looked  and  saw  David 
and  despised  him ,  because  he  was  a  youth]  the  rest  of  the  descrip¬ 
tion  is  identical  with  that  given  in  1612.  —  43,  44.  The  Philis¬ 
tine’s  contempt  and  self-confidence:  Am  la  dog,  that  thou  contest 
against  me  with  a  club  ?]  that  he  adds  imprecations  by  his  gods  is 
only  what  we  expect.  With  the  threat  to  give  David’s  flesh  to  the 
birds  of  heaven  and  to  the  beasts  of  the  field,  cf.  Dt.  28s6  Is.  186 
Jer.  153.  —  45-47.  David’s  reply  begins  with  an  allusion  to  the 
Philistine’s  superiority  in  arms,  as  compared  with  the  club  to 
which  he  has  made  scornful  allusion.  Yet  as  contrasted  with  the 
sword  and  spear  and  javelin,  David  feels  himself  armed  with  the 
name  of  Yahweh  Sebaoth,  God  of  the  ranks  of  Israel  which  thou 
hast  insulted  this  day]  the  Massoretic  division  of  verses  is  wrong, 
and  the  words  this  day  belong  here.  David’s  confidence  overtops 
that  of  the  Philistine  :  And  Yahweh  will  deliver  thee  into  my  hand 


XVTT.  40-54 


163 


and  I  will  cut  off  thy  head,  and  will  give  thy  carcase  and  the  car¬ 
cases  of  the  camp  of  the  Philistines  to  the  birds  of  heaven  and  to 
the  beasts  of  the  earth ]  the  boast  of  the  giant  is  thrown  back  at 
him.  The  result :  all  the  earth  shall  know  that  Israel  has  a  God  J 
something  of  which  the  heathen  are  not  yet  convinced.  The 
immediate  lesson  to  those  present  is  indicated  :  all  this  congrega¬ 
tion  shall  know ,  that  not  by  sword  and  spear  doth  Yahweli  save, 
for  the  battle  is  Yahweh's ]  to  dispose  of  according  to  his  own 
sovereign  will.  —  48-49.  There  are  indications  that  one  of  the 
accounts  here  made  the  battle  somewhat  prolonged,  David  ad¬ 
vancing  and  retreating  according  as  the  giant  moved  about  in  the 
field.  In  the  recension  of  (@,  however,  the  intention  is  to  let 
David  finish  the  duel  by  a  single  blow,  and  this  is  consistently 
carried  out  in  what  follows.  Read  therefore :  And  the  Philistine 
rose  and  came  to  meet  David ]  joining  immediately  to  what  fol¬ 
lows  :  And  David  put  his  hand  into  the  bag  and  took  thence  a  stone 
and  slang  iff  every  movement  is  of  importance  to  the  historian 
in  a  time  like  this  —  and  smote  the  Philistine  in  the  forehead ]  S 
paraphrases  by  saying  between  the  eyes.  The  force  of  the  blow  is 
seen  in  the  fact  that  the  stone  sank  into  his  forehead]  so  that, 
stunned,  he  fell  on  his  face  to  the  earth.  —  50.  The  verse  is  lack¬ 
ing  in  ©B,  and  breaks  the  connexion.  —  51.  And  David  ran  and 
stood  over  the  Philistine  and  took  his  sword  and  killed  him ]  in 
this,  which  is  the  original  form  of  one  text,  it  was  David’s  sword 
which  he  used,  and  this  agrees  with  the  mention  of  his  sword 
above,  v.39.  With  the  cutting  off  of  their  champion’s  head,  the 
Philistines  realized  the  situation  and  fled.  — 52.  The  men  of  Israel 
and  Judah  rose  and  raised  the  war-cry']  the  mention  of  Israel  and 
Judah  separately  has  some  colour  here,  because  the  battle  was  on 
Judahite  territory.  The  pursuit  extended  to  the  entrance  of  Gath ] 
so  is  to  be  read,  and  to  the  gates  of  Ekron ]  so  that  the  corpses 
were  strewed  all  the  way  from  Sharaim ]  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
battlefield  to  Gath  and  to  Ekron.  —  53.  The  pursuit  was  followed 
by  plundering  the  camp  of  the  enemy.  —  54.  The  conclusion  of 
the  account  is  evidently  unhistorical. 

40-54.  The  account  is  overfull,  and  is  apparently  the  result  of  conflation. 
The  omissions  of  @  show  this,  but  are  not  as  complete  a  guide  to  the  original 
documents  as  in  the  early  part  of  the  chapter. —40.  bps]  in  2  S.  2321  the 
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weapon  is  called  Bass'.  The  oxgoad  of  Shamgar  was  essentially  the  same 
weapon.  — lb— vpx  D'>nn  1*733]  is  evidently  a  gloss  intended  to  explain  Hip*?’,  a 
word  which  occurs  nowhere  else  (We.,  Bu.).  —  BlpS'Di]  he  would  not  have 
distributed  the  stones  in  two  receptacles.  The  1  is  therefore  certainly  wrong 
(omitted  by  jj$©L).  Omission  of  the  preceding  clause  makes  the  sense  clear. 
It  should  be  remarked  however  that  ©  seems  to  have  read  BipSi1?  lS  Tt’x  = 
(the  shepherd’s  bag)  which  he  had  for  a  yalkut  (cartridge  box). — ri'3  i"?pi] 
goes  back  to  the  verb  at  the  beginning  of  the  verse.  I  suspect  that  the  earliest 
text  had  only  li'D  lySpi  V?pD  nx  in  np’i.  —  41.  The  whole  verse  is  lacking  in 
©B,  the  last  clause  lacking  in  ©24S.  It  reads  in  :  and  the  Philistine  kept 
coming  nearer  to  David,  and  the  man  bearing  the  shield  was  before  him.  It 
is  at  least  too  early  in  the  narrative,  for  the  mention  of  the  man  with  the  shield 
is  appropriate  only  when  David  is  about  to  sling  the  stone.  It  emphasizes  the 
difficulty  he  had  in  his  attack.  Probably  the  verse  is  a  fragment  of  the  same 
document,  which  is  omitted  by  ©  elsewhere.  —  42.  nxnn  na'-ny  ijmxi]  is 
borrowed  from  the  description  in  1612,  even  to  the  textual  error  of  ay  for  dS;\ 
That  David  was  a  youth  is  sufficient  reason  for  the  Philistine’s  contempt,  the 
rest  is  superfluous.  —  43,  44  are  duplicates.  One  of  the  two  speeches  is  suffi¬ 
cient  to  introduce  David’s  reply,  and  this  is  apparently  v.43.  In  the  feeling 
that  David  should  reply  to  both,  ©B  or  its  original  inserted  at  the  end  of  43, 
Kal  einev  Aavi S  ovyl,  a A\’  $  XetPu  nvvos.  —  ’*?x]  takes  the  place  of  ’by.  The 
plural  mSpna  is  out  of  place;  read  nSpna.  —  men  nona]  is  more  commonly 
pxn  '3,  which  21  MSS.  (DeR.)  have  here,  but  cf.  Joel  i20. —  46.  ntn  aim]  is 
connected  with  the  preceding  by  ©3L,  and  this  involves  the  reading  yuDi  for 
•pjD\  This  is  obviously  correct  (Th.),  though  rejected  by  We.,  Bu.  That 
the  fate  of  Goliath  will  be  decided  this  day  is  plain  without  the  express  state¬ 
ment,  both  texts  moreover  have  ntn  ovn  later  in  the  verse.  —  njnn  uo]  is 
defensible,  taking  us  collectively.  But  with  ©  we  should  probably  read  pus 
njrtn  i-UDt,  so  Th.,  We.,  Bu.  —  pxn  run]  instead  of  the  mit>n  pens  of  v.44. — 
ijjn'l]  as  pointed,  must  give  the  purpose  of  the  victory :  that  all  the  earth  may 
know.  It  would  be  possible,  however,  to  point  ljn”,  in  which  case  the  verb 
would  simply  carry  on  the  narrative,  cf.  Ex.  14413  (P)  Is.  4923. — -PsT-mS] 
©S1L  seem  to  have  read  SxntP’D. —  47.  Snpn]  is  a  late  word,  cf.  Jd.  203. — 
nrnbm  mm1?]  seems  not  to  occur  elsewhere.  —  48.  Dp-13  mm]  would  seem 
to  intimate  that  as  often  as  the  giant  endeavoured  to  come  to  close  quarters, 
David  gave  back,  at  the  same  time  plying  him  with  stones  from  the  sling.  An 
indication  of  the  same  view  is  seen  in  the  nsnynn  near  the  end  of  the  verse, 
for  this  would  naturally  mean  the  ranks  of  Israel.  The  whole  second  half  of 
the  verse  from  mmi  is  lacking  in  ©B,  which  also  reads  at  the  beginning  Kal 
<Wctt 7],  The  shorter  form  thus  presented  is  consistent  with  what  follows,  and 
I  have  adopted  it.  —  49.  px]  is  expanded  into  rnx  px  bv  Bu.,  following  ©T', 
but  this  seems  unnecessary.  —  pxn  ystom]  ©  adds  8ta  rijs  Aaias,  which  is 
favoured  by  We,  and  adopted  by  Bu.  It  seems  doubtful  whether  one  could 
say  that  the  stone  sank  through  the  helmet,  while  it  is  entirely  proper  to  say 
that  it  sank  into  the  forehead.  —  50.  The  verse  is  evidently  the  concluding 
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remark  of  one  of  the  documents.  So  David  was  stronger  than  the  Philistine 
with  the  sling  and  with  the  stone ,  and  smote  the  Philistine  and  slew  him,  though 
there  was  no  sword  in  the  hand  of  David"\  the  last  clause  is  not  an  introduc¬ 
tion  to  what  follows  (Th.) ,  but  emphasizes  the  simplicity  of  the  shepherd  boy’s 
armament.  Like  the  rest  of  this  document,  it  is  lacking  in  <gB.  —  51.  ncbe”! 
mync]  is  lacking  in  (SB,  and  evidently  a  redactional  insertion  intended  to 
bring  the  verse  into  harmony  with  the  preceding.  —  52.  □'ne’Scrrnx]  dn'ura 
o.vtG>v  @B,  either  form  may  be  an  afterthought,  as  the  sense  is  good  without 
either.  —  nu  — iy]  as  the  name  of  a  town  is  expected  we  should  read 
ru  -|Nio  ny  with  the  original  of  (§BL.  —  pipy]  is  doubtless  correct  as  compared 
with  Askalon  of  (3- —  anye>]  is  evidently  intended  to  be  a  proper  name;  and 
a  town  of  this  name  is  mentioned  (Jos.  1586)  in  immediate  connexion  with 
Shocoh  and  Azekah,  therefore  probably  to  be  found  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
battlefield.  In  order  to  make  sense  we  must  emend  (with  Id.)  to  cnye’  pnc, 
or  better  Dnys’D  1PP5,  —  that  the  wounded  fell  all  the  way  from  the  battlefield 
to  the  two  cities  is  information  which  is  quite  in  place.  The  conjecture  of 
We.,  adopted  by  Bu.,  which  reads  onye’n  yn  (with  @),  and  understands  by  it 
the  roadway  in  the  gates  of  the  two  cities,  falls  to  the  ground  on  considering 
which  follows.  The  wounded  might  fall  in  the  gateway  at  the  cities,  but 
not  to  the  cities.  —  53.  pSnc]  the  verb  is  found  with  nnx  also,  Gen.  3136  (E). — 
54.  O'Se’rv]  is  so  evidently  out  of  place  here  that  we  are  forced  to  consider 
the  clause  an  insertion  of  a  late  editor,  in  which  case  we  shall  regard  the 
whole  verse  with  suspicion.  The  mention  of  David’s  tent,  however,  is  per¬ 
fectly  in  accord  with  the  narrative,  i6u~23,  which  makes  him  a  member  of 
Saul’s  staff. 

XVII.  55-XVIII.  5.  David’s  introduction  to  the  court.  —  Saul 
professes  complete  ignorance  of  David  and  instructs  Abner  to 
make  inquiries.  Abner  brings  the  young  hero  to  the  king,  and 
Jonathan  is  especially  drawn  to  him.  A  firm  friendship  is  ce¬ 
mented  between  the  two  young  men,  and  David  is  taken  into  the 
king’s  service. 

The  most  ingenious  harmonists  have  not  succeeded  in  reconcil¬ 
ing  this  paragraph  with  i614~23.  As  it  is  lacking  in  the  original 
form  of  (H,  it  must  be  judged  like  vv.12'31  above. 

55.  The  narrative  goes  back  a  little  :  And  when  Saul  saw 
David  going  forth  to  meet  the  Philistine,  he  said  to  Abner,  the 
general  of  the  army :  Whose  son  is  the  lad,  Abner  ?  There  is  no 
reason  to  take  the  question  in  any  but  the  literal  sense.  It  implied 
Saul’s  entire  ignorance  of  David.  The  inquiry  for  his  father  was 
equivalent  to  asking,  who  is  he?  The  attempt  of  Keil  to  show 
that  Saul’s  question  did  not  imply  ignorance  of  David  is  entirely 
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futile,  and  is  refuted  moreover  by  Abner’s  confession,  which  was  : 
By  thy  life,  O  king,  I  do  not  know']  the  Bedawy  still  swears  by  the 
life  of  the  person  addressed.  —  56-58.  Abner  is  commanded  to 
make  inquiry,  and  when  David  returned  from  smiting  the  Philis¬ 
tine,  Ab?ier  took  him  and  brought  him  before  Saul,  with  the  Philis¬ 
tine's  head  in  his  hand ]  where  he  answered  Saul’s  question.  That 
there  was  a  more  extended  conversation  which  is  not  reported 
seems  implied  by  the  following  verse. 

XVIII.  1.  When  David  had  finished  speaking  with  Saul,  the 
soul  of  Jonathan  was  bound  up  with  the  soul  of  David]  cf.  Gen. 
4430  (J).  The  manifestation  of  Jonathan’s  love  is  seen  in  the 
covenant,  v.3. —  2.  Saul  takes  David  into  his  service,  and  did  not 
allow  him  to  return  to  his  father's  house]  the  parallel  is  i622. — 
3.  And  fonathan  made  a  covenant  with  David]  in  the  following 
Jonathan  alone  acts,  and  hence  the  slight  conjectural  change  here 
adopted  is  desirable.  The  covenant  between  the  two  is  also  de¬ 
scribed  '2318),  where  Jonathan  recognizes  David  as  the  future  king, 
and  stipulates  that  himself  shall  be  prime  minister.  A  covenant 
of  brotherhood  was  made  by  Mohammed  between  the  Fugitives 
and  the  Helpers.  Each  Meccan  was  made  brother  to  a  Medinan, 
and  the  bond  was  regarded  as  closer  than  blood  brotherhood. 
Something  of  the  kind  is  intended  here.  —  4.  In  making  the  cove¬ 
nant,  Jonathan  stripped  himself  of  the  cloak  which  he  had  on]  the 
garment  mentioned  is  one  worn  by  the  well-to-do  ;  and  gave  it  to 
David,  and  his  accoutrements  also,  including  his  sword  and  his 
bow  and  his  girdle]  the  simple  shepherd  lad  is  thus  fitted  to  shine 
at  court.  —  5.  Saul  gave  David  a  command  in  the  army,  in  which 
he  showed  good  capacity  —  such  is  the  order  of  the  clauses  in  (@L. 
So  far  from  the  promotion  being  offensive  to  the  older  soldiers, 
it  pleased  all  the  people  and  also  the  servants  of  Saul]  his  court 
officials.  There  seems  no  reason  to  dissociate  this  verse  from  the 
rest  of  the  paragraph,  as  is  done  by  Bu.  The  first  clause  of  v.6  is 
transitional,  as  is  shown  by  its  being  lacking  in  ®B.  The  redactor, 
by  this  clause,  returns  from  the  digression  concerning  David’s  pro¬ 
motion  to  the  main  stream  of  the  history. 

XVII.  55-XVIII.  5.  The  paragraph  is  lacking  in  ©B  ctc-.  The  attempts  to 
harmonize  the  accounts  are  numerous.  Schmid  supposes  that  1614-23  belongs 
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chronologically  after  this.  But  consideration  of  that  account  shows  that 
David  was  there  unknown  to  Saul,  which  could  not  have  been  the  case  after 
the  conflict  with  Goliath.  —  55.  nitnai]  cf.  niuoi  at  the  opening  of  v.57. — 
nr'D'p]  on  the  force  of  nr  in  such  a  question,  cf.  BDB.  s.v.  (4).  —  qc’D:"'n] 
by  the  life  of  thy  soul,  cf.  208.  —  Von]  is  the  vocative  with  the  article  —  a 
common  construction.  —  on]  after  oaths,  is  negative.  —  57.  mo  'na»Son  tPtni] 
a  circumstantial  clause.  —  XVIII.  1.  There  seems  to  be  some  confusion  in 
this  and  the  following  verse.  That  Saul  took  him  seems  to  belong  with  v.6, 
and  v.2  interrupts  the  account  of  Jonathan’s  friendship,  begun  in  v.1.  The 
form  of  the  sentence,  in  .  .  .  odji,  also  makes  a  difficulty.  As  it  stands,  it 
would  naturally  mean  :  When  David  ceased  speaking  ( since  Jonathan's  soul 
was  bound  up  in  the  sold  of  David),  then  Jonathan  loved  him.  This,  of  course, 
is  impossible.  There  is  reason  to  suspect,  therefore,  that  the  parenthetical 
clause  is  an  interpolation ;  and  the  explicitness  of  the  last  clause  is  an  argu¬ 
ment  in  the  same  direction.  —  innN'i]  is  probably  a  mistake  for  mnnx'i,  the 
regular  form,  which  is  substituted  by  the  Qre.  —  3.  ivn]  is  objected  to  by  We., 
and  omitted  by  Ki.  (in  Kautzsch).  Bu.,  in  his  text,  changes  to  tit?,  which 
relieves  the  difficulty.  The  received  text  may  be  due  to  the  tendency  to  make 
David  prominent,  which  manifests  itself  in  <§L,  where  we  find  David  the  king. 
It  should  be  noted,  however,  that 'S  nnn  m:  usually  means  to  prescribe  terms 
as  a  conqueror  does  to  the  conquered,  Jd.  22  Dt.  f-  1  S.  II1.  On  the  meaning 
of  the  word  nnn  cf.  Moore  on  Jud.  22:)  and  reff.  • — 4.  S^DnTiN]  is  what  would 
be  the  second  accusative  in  an  active  form  of  the  verb,  cf.  Dav.,  Syntax,  74  c. 
—  mm]  seems  to  include  the  weapons  which  follow.  The  girdle  is  much  es¬ 
teemed  among  the  Orientals.. — -5.  The  order  of  the  clauses  adopted  above 
from  ©L  seems  the  only  natural  one.  It  is  possible,  however,  that  there  has 
been  corruption  or  interpolation  of  the  verse.  Kl.  proposes  to  read:  And 
David  came  out,  clothed  with  all  that  he  [Jonathan]  had  pul  upon  him,  and 
brought  him  back  to  the  men  of  war,  and  it  pleased  all  the  people  and  the  ser¬ 
vants  of  Saul.  Something  like  this  may  have  been  the  original  text,  showing 
how  fully  Jonathan  adopted  the  young  warrior. — -Sw]  is  justified  by  Dr., 
Notes,  but  b’CC”",  suggested  by  We.,  certainly  makes  better  sense.  After  NS'i 
we  need  to  be  told  whither  David  went.  The  theory  of  Bu.  (RS.  219),  that 
this  verse  (as  it  stands  in  pj)  belongs  with  1623,  seems  to  be  refuted  by  the 
fact  that  there  is  no  reason  for  David’s  promotion,  unless  it  be  some  feat  of 
arms.  That  he  successfully  played  the  harp  would  be  an  argument  in  favour 
of  keeping  him  in  the  vicinity  of  the  king,  instead  of  giving  him  a  command 
in  the  field.  The  verse  seems  therefore  to  belong  in  its  present  environment. 

XVIII.  6-30.  Saul’s  jealousy  of  David.  —  The  eulogies  of  the 
women  who  greet  the  returning  army,  rouse  the  jealousy  of  Saul. 
He  therefore  removes  David  from  service  near  his  person,  and 
appoints  him  over  a  band  of  soldiers  in  the  field.  David’s  activity 
and  discretion  are  such  that  his  hold  on  the  people  increases,  which 
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increases  also  Saul’s  fear.  Michal,  the  younger  daughter  of  Saul, 
falls  in  love  with  David,  and  Saul  makes  this  an  occasion  for  expos¬ 
ing  David  to  new  dangers.  David’s  success  adds  to  the  king’s 
dislike,  which  now  becomes  a  settled  hatred.  This  is  the  main 
stream  of  the  narrative,  which  is  preserved  to  us  in  the  text  of  0B. 
It  is  interrupted  in  by  inconsistent  insertions.  One  of  these 
(vy.io  n)  teps  0f  Saul’s  attempt  to  murder  David.  Another  (vv.17*19) 
gives  the  account  of  an  unfulfilled  promise  of  Saul  to  give  his  older 
daughter  to  David.  Leaving  these  out,  we  find  a  consistent  and 
well-planned  story,  of  whose  unity  there  can  be  no  doubt.  It 
belongs  with  i614~23.  The  plus  of  %}  consists,  in  all  probability, 
of  fragments  of  another  document,  though  their  coherence  is  not 
so  marked  as  in  the  case  of  the  sections  omitted  by  0  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  chapter  and  the  early  part  of  this.  As  already  pointed 
out,  the  consistency  of  the  text  of  0  here  is  an  argument  for  the 
originality  of  the  same  text  in  17. 

6-30.  On  the  critical  questions  there  is  considerable  disagreement.  We. 
(  TBSl)  remarks  on  the  consistency  of  the  text  of  dB.  Bu.,  in  his  text,  assigns 
JS-19  to  E,  the  rest  of  the  chapter  (except  minute  fragments)  to  J.  I  agree 
that  the  main  narrative  is  connected  with  1614*23.  But  I  cannot  account  for 
the  text  of  GB,  except  by  supposing  that  it  represents  one  document  and  that 
the  omissions  represent  another. 

6-16.  The  original  narrative  seems  to  have  consisted  of  Cb_8a' 9- 
12a.  13-16^  for  j-^ig  jg  an  tha,t  is  represented  in  one  recension  —  that 
of  0B.  The  interpolated  section  tells  of  Saul’s  attempt  to  transfix 
David  with  the  javelin,  an  outbreak  which  comes  too  early  here. 
A  similar  attempt  is  related  farther  on  in  the  narrative. 

6.  The  first  part  of  the  verse  has  already  been  remarked  upon. 
The  paragraph  originally  began :  And  the  dancing  women  came 
out  from  all  the  cities  of  Judah ]  this  would  appropriately  continue 
the  account  of  the  death  of  Goliath  or  any  similar  story.  —  To 
meet  Saul  the  king']  the  prominence  which  David  has  in  the  history 
leads  (5P  to  read  :  to  meet  David.  The  women  of  the  Bedawin 
still  dance  out  with  singing  to  meet  the  warriors  returning  from  a 
foray.*  —  With  timbrels  and  with  rejoicing  and  with  cymbals ]  the 
zeugma  is  awkward,  and  possibly  the  second  word  is  corrupt. 


*  Doughty,  travels  in  Arabia  Deserta ,  I.  p.  452. 
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The  timbrel  [tambourine]  was  the  instrument  most  frequently 
carried  by  the  women  when  dancing,  Ex.  1520  Jd.  n34.  —  7.  The 
women  sang  antiphonally,  as  is  still  the  custom  in  Eastern  festivals  : 


Saul  slew  his  thousands. 
And  David  his  myriads. 


—  8.  The  incident  was  unpleasant  to  Saul ]  as  we  can  well  under¬ 
stand  :  To  David  they  give  the  myriads  and  to  me  the  thousands. 

—  9.  The  result:  Saul  kept  his  eye  on  David  from  that  day  on¬ 
ward^  in  suspicion  and  dislike. 

[The  interpolation  vv.10  u  is  a  duplicate  of  i9'Jf-  and  is  here  cer¬ 
tainly  out  of  place.  It  tells  that  on  the  morrow  the  evil  spirit  of 
God  came  upon  Saul  and  he  played  the  prophet  within  the  house 
while  David  was  playing  as  was  his  custom.  And  Saul  had  the 
spear  in  his  hand,  and  he  raised  the  spear,  saying  to  himself :  I 
will  smite  it  through  David  into  the  wall.  But  David  moved  away 
from  before  him  thrice.  Saul’s  murderous  impulse  manifested  itself 
in  a  similar  attempt  at  a  later  stage  of  the  history.  There  it  is  in 
place,  because  he  had  exhausted  his  indirect  means  of  getting 
David  out  of  the  way.] 

12,  13.  Originally  the  verses  read  :  And  Saul  feared  David 
and  removed  him  from  being  near  him,  and  made  him  captain  of  a 
thousand ;  and  he  went  out  and  came  in  at  the  head  of  the  soldiers ] 
the  meaning  is  obvious,  and  the  connexion  is  good  in  itself,  as 
well  as  with  v.9.  Saul’s  suspicion  grew  into  fear,  and  he  would  no 
longer  trust  David  in  personal  attendance  (as  armour-bearer,  1621) 
on  himself.  But,  not  wishing  to  insult  the  people’s  favourite,  he 
gave  him  a  post  of  honour  which  was  also  one  of  danger,  keeping 
him  on  service  in  the  field.  The  connexion  is  broken  in  the 
received  text  by  the  insertion  of  the  loss  of  the  Spirit  (so  we  must 
interpret  12b  )  as  a  motive  for  Saul’s  fear ;  such  a  motive  is  here 
incongruous  and  unnecessary.  — 14.  The  result  of  the  move  was 
only  to  bring  out  David’s  virtues  more  conspicuously.  —  In  all  his 
ways  David  showed  wisdom,  and  Yahweh  was  with  him ]  to  pros¬ 
per  him;  compare  the  case  of  Joseph,  Gen.  392.  — 15.  On  per¬ 
ceiving  this,  Saul’s  fear  was  heightened  —  he  stood  in  dread  of  him. 
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— 16.  In  contrast  with  this  was  the  affection  of  the  people  :  But 
all  Israel  and  Judah  loved  David,  because  he  went  out,  and  came 
in  before  them. 

6.  'ntt'Son  .  .  .  is  coloured  by  Bu.  as  belonging  to  a  different  document 

from  DN122  ’D'l.  In  fact,  one  of  the  two  verbs  is  superfluous.  It  would  be 
equally  easy  to  suppose  0X122  the  insertion  of  a  scribe.  The  text  of  <SB 
adopted  above  seems  entirely  to  meet  the  necessities  of  the  case.  —  O’O’jn] 
ul  x°P€vovaa‘  © —  possibly  combining  D’Pjn  with  nibnoni,  which  comes  later. 
But  a  change  from  mSSnon  is  explicable,  in  case  of  a  scribe  who  thought  that 
word  applicable  to  professional  dancing  women,  and  who  wished  to  avoid 
making  them  the  subject  here,  cf.  Jd.  2i23. —  Tic1?]  (or  tcS  Qre )  seems  not 
represented  in  —  nnnti’2i]  the  collocation  seems  awkward  to  us.  We.  cites 
i  Chr.  138  as  parallel;  but  the  parallel  is  not  exact.  The  c'bc  is  mentioned 
nowhere  else.  —  7.  mpnCDn]  is  lacking  in  (5B.  — '2  non]  is  generally  to  smite 
among,  619  Num.  334.  The  only  exceptions  that  I  find  are  this  verse  and  the 
citations  of  it  in  2i12  29s.  —  l'oSxo]  should  be  read,  with  the  Qre.  —  8.  tti 
pry 2  jn'i  nxo  Sixo’1?]  is,  doubtless,  expanded  from  the  simpler  text,  which  is 
represented  in  @  Sixty  ri'jn  jn?i.  moon  should  doubtless  be  nioonn  (g,  to 
correspond  with  c'oSxn  (We.,  Bu.).  —  noi^on  qx  11?  nyi]  is  lacking  in  (§B.  — 
9.  jiy]  to  be  read  piy,  with  the  Qre.  The  verb  occurs  here  only.  Being  a 
denominative,  the  form  is  probably  intended  to  be  a  Poel  participle  (so  Dr.), 
for  I3’C.  There  are  a  few  examples  of  such  shortened  forms.  —  10,  11.  The 
verses  are  lacking  in  the  same  MSS.  of  (5,  which  are  without  1712-31.  They 
contain  another  version  of  I90f-.  There  Saul’s  attempt  is  continued,  even  after 
David  has  once  escaped.  Here  the  attempt  has  no  noticeable  consequences, 
and  everything  goes  on  as  if  it  had  not  been  made.  —  mnoD]  must  refer  to 
the  day  after  the  triumphal  entry.  But  this  was  too  early  for  Saul’s  jealousy 
to  have  reached  such  a  height,  and  David  certainly  would  not  have  entertained 
thoughts  of  becoming  the  king’s  son-in-law  after  such  an  exhibition  of  hatred. 
—  xojn'i]  the  verb  in  this  form  ordinarily  means  to  prophesy.  The  man  pos¬ 
sessed  by  the  evil  spirit  acts  in  the  same  way  as  the  man  possessed  by  the 
good  spirit  —  videtur  spiritual  hunc  malum  imitatum  esse,  ut  simiam,  Spiritum 
Sanctum,  et  ex  Saule  ineptum  prophetam  fecisse,  Schm.  p.  621.  —  n'jnni]  the 
lance  which  was  the  insignium  of  the  chieftain,  as  is  still  the  case  with  the 
Arabs.  — 11.  StO'i]  is  pointed  as  though  from  S\o,  which  occurs  in  2033,  with 
the  meaning  to  hurl.  But  here  the  spear  seems  not  to  have  been  actually 
hurled,  and  we  should  probably  point  Sff'i  from  he  lifted  up  — 

Th.,  al.  —  nox]  is  perhaps  to  be  pointed  nrx,  with  —  12.  (§B  has  only  the 
first  clause  of  the  verse,  and,  as  in  the  other  cases,  represents  the  original  text. 
The  other  clause  —  because  Yahzveh  was  zvith  him  zvhile  he  had  departed 
from  Saul — is  an  insertion  on  the  basis  of  the  verse  i6u,  which  is  itself  an 
editorial  construction.  Yahweh  and  the  spirit  of  Yahzveh  are  interchangeable, 
Jd.  1620.  —  14.  SoS]  read  S22  with  the  versions  (Th.),  and  read  also  van  with 
the  Qre. 
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17-19.  David  and  Merab.  —  Saul  offers  his  older  daughter, 
Merab,  to  David  in  marriage,  on  the  vague  condition  that  he  be 
courageous  and  fight  the  enemies  of  Yahweh.  The  king  was 
really  moved  in  this  by  the  hope  that  David  would  fall  in  battle. 
When  this  did  not  prove  to  be  the  event,  he  unscrupulously  broke 
his  word  and  gave  his  daughter  to  another. 

The  section  is  one  of  those  lacking  in  (SB,  and  we  naturally 
connect  it  with  the  others.  In  one  of  these  we  find  that  Saul’s 
daughter  was  to  be  the  reward  of  the  man  who  should  smite  the 
Philistine  champion,  1  j25.  It  is  natural  to  suppose  that  the  pres¬ 
ent  paragraph  is  intended  to  show  how  Saul  failed  to  carry  out 
that  offer.  With  this  agrees  the  manner  in  which  this  section 
opens.  Saul  proposes  his  daughter  without  any  evident  occasion, 
unless  it  be  that  David  has  a  claim  on  her  already  •  there  is  no 
question  of  a  price  to  be  paid.  It  seems  evident,  therefore,  that 
this  story  is  the  sequel  of  1725.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  quite 
irreconcilable  with  the  following  paragraph,  which  recounts  David’s 
marriage  with  Michal.  As  we  shall  see,  the  proposition  there  made 
is  quite  a  new  thing,  and  the  form  in  which  it  is  made  shows  entire 
ignorance  of  a  previous  similar  proposal  such  as  we  have  now 
before  us. 

17.  Saul  takes  the  initiative  and  offers  Merab  to  David,  with 
the  stipulation  (if  such  it  can  be  called)  :  Only  be  a  valiant 
man,  and  fight  the  battles  of  Yahweh ]  for  the  last  phrase,  cf.  25s3 
and  the  title  'Book  of  the  Battles  of  Yahweh,’  Num.  2114.  In 
this  proposition,  Saul’s  real  thought  was  :  Let  not  my  hand  be  upon 
him,  but  let  the  hand  of  the  Philistines  be  upon  hint]  as  is  set  forth 
also  in  the  bargain  struck  for  Michal.  — 18.  David’s  reply  is  mod¬ 
est  :  Who  am  I,  and  what  is  my  father's  clan  in  Israel,  that  I 
should  be  son-in-law  to  the  king?  It  was  the  part  of  a  gentle¬ 
man  to  depreciate  his  own  worth.  Similar  language  is  used  by 
Saul  himself  when  the  kingly  dignity  is  offered  him.  — 19.  The 
appointed  time  came,  but  she  was  given  to  Adriel  the  Mehola- 
thite~\  in  the  received  text  the  same  man  is  mentioned,  2  S.  218, 
but  as  the  husband  of  Michal.  The  historical  uncertainty  is 
obvious.  Saul’s  action  as  here  represented  is,  of  course,  a  deadly 
affront. 
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17-19.  Buckle  and  Kittel  make  the  paragraph  a  part  of  the  same  document 
which  immediately  precedes.  It  seems  to  me  that  v.20  continues  v.16.  The 
contrast  between  Saul’s  fear  of  David  and  the  people’s  love  of  him  (v.16) 
is  heightened  by  the  fact  that  even  Saul’s  daughter  loved  him  (v.20). — 
17.  nVrun],  like  Leah,  Gen.  2916,  for  which  we  find  nwojn  1  S.  1449.  Merab 
is  mentioned  only  in  this  passage,  and  in  1449  in  JtJ.  She  is  put  in  place  of 
Michal  (perhaps  correctly)  by  <SL  in  2  S.  21s.  —  S’rrp1?]  1452  2  S.  27.  —  ten] 
said  to  himself,  as  not  infrequently.  — 18.  ’sx  rnsrn  "n  ’Di]  the  hayy  or  Arab 
kindred  group  “  was  a  political  and  social  unity,  so  far  as  there  was  any  unity 
in  that  very  loosely  organized  state  of  society.”  The  ’n  was  therefore  the  same 
as  the  nnsc’2,  and  ©L  has  only  one  of  the  two  words  here.  We.  and  others 
suppose  the  original  to  have  been  pn,  which  was  afterwards  explained  by  the 
insertion  of  '2N  nnarr,  and  then  misunderstood  by  the  punctuators.  I  prefer 
to  read  '2X  'n  ’Di  with  <§L.  The  mention  of  one’s  father  in  such  a  connexion 
is  natural,  especially  to  an  oriental.  — 19.  nrrn^a]  a  time  seems  to  have  been 
set,  Schm.  622.  S«mj>  is  an  Aramaic  equivalent  of  hsmy,  Jer.  3626, —  God 
is  my  help  seems  to  be  the  meaning  of  the  word  (Nestle,  Am.  Jour.  Sem. 
Lang.  XIII,  p.  173).  In  2  S.  218  this  Adriel  is  called  Son  of  Barzillai. — 
int?n2n]  a  native  of  Abel  Meholah,  a  place  in  the  Jordan  valley,  cf.  Jd.  722  with 
Moore’s  note. 

The  same  phenomenon  shows  itself  here  as  in  some  earlier  cases;  two 
accounts  are  so  similar  that  we  suspect  them  to  be  variants  of  the  same  origi¬ 
nal.  In  this  case  the  proposal  of  Merab  is  another  form  of  the  story  of  Michal. 
And  as  the  former  puts  Saul’s  behaviour  in  a  worse  light  than  the  latter,  it  is 
probably  designed  to  take  its  place  in  the  document  which  we  have  already 
seen  to  be  prejudiced  against  Saul. 


20-30.  David  marries  Michal,  Saul’s  daughter.  —  The  account 
shows  no  knowledge  of  the  preceding  paragraph.  Michal  is  called 
the  daughter  of  Saul,  without  reference  to  any  other.  Her  affection 
for  David  comes  to  Saul  as  a  welcome  occasion  to  bring  David 
into  danger.  He  opens  negotiations  indirectly.  All  these  indi¬ 
cations  point  to  the  independence  of  the  narrative.  The  step 
taken  is  the  second  of  Saul’s  attempts  to  overthrow  David,  the 
first  having  been  to  give  him  service  in  the  field,  v.13. 

20.  Michal  loved  David,  and  when  they  told  Saul,  the  matter 
was  right  in  his  eyes]  2  S.  174.  —  21.  The  reason  was  that  he 
thought  to  make  use  of  her  as  a  snare,  or,  more  properly,  as  a 
bait,  to  lure  him  on  to  his  destruction,  so  that  the  hand  of  the 
Philistine  should  be  upon  him]  as  above,  v.17.  The  remainder  of 
the  verse  is  an  interpolation. — 22.  It  would  be  unbecoming  in 


XVIII.  20-30 


173 


the  king  to  make  advances.  He  therefore  commands  his  servants  : 
Speak  to  David  privately ]  after  giving  a  favourable  account  of 
David’s  standing  with  the  people,  they  were  to  advise  :  now  be¬ 
come  son-in-law  to  the  king ]  the  verb  is  used  elsewhere  of  inter¬ 
marrying  with  families  or  tribes,  Dt.  7". —  23.  David  objects  his 
lack  of  the  qualifications  :  Is  it  an  easy  thing,  in  your  estimation, 
to  beco7ne  son-in-law  to  the  king  when  I  am  poor  and  of  no  reputa¬ 
tion?  cf.  v.18.  —  24,  25.  When  the  reply  was  reported  to  Saul,  he 
instructed  his  courtiers  to  meet  the  material  objection,  which  was 
that  David  was  too  poor  to  pay  the  usual  price  for  a  king’s  daugh¬ 
ter  :  The  king  has  no  desire  for  a  price]  the  word  is  regularly  used 
of  the  price  paid  by  a  man  for  a  wife.  Our  word  dowry  conveys  a 
wrong  impression.  Marriage  by  purchase  can  be  traced  in  many 
regions.  For  example,  coemptio  seems  to  have  been  one  method 
of  marriage  among  the  Romans.  Old  Testament  examples  are 
familiar,  as  Jacob,  who  paid  the  price  in  service.  A  sum  of  money 
is  supposed  to  be  given  in  the  Book  of  the  Covenant,  Ex.  2216. 
But  the  king’s  desire  is  for  a  hundred  foreskins  of  the  Philistines. 
If  the  Philistines  alone  were  uncircumcised  among  the  inhabitants 
of  Palestine,  the  kind  of  trophy  chosen  is  explicable.  The  osten¬ 
sible  object  was  :  to  be  avenged  on  the  king's  enemies ;  the  real 
purpose  was  to  cause  David  to  fall  by  the  hand  of  the  Philistines . 
—  26,  27.  The  proposition  was  acceptable  to  David,  who  rose  and 
went,  he  and  his  men,  and  smote  among  the  Philistines  a  hundred 
men]  which  the  received  text  has  made  two  hundred  ;  and  brought 
their  foreskins  and  paid  them  in  full  to  the  king  in  order  to  become 
son-in-law  to  the  king.  The  king  had,  therefore,  no  pretext  for 
further  delay,  and  gave  him  Michal,  his  daughter,  to  wife.  Ihe 
original  continuation  of  this  verse  seems  to  be  1911.  What  follows 
here  is  an  account  of  the  mental,  or  moral,  state  of  Saul,  with  a 
renewed  panegyric  of  David.  —  28.  And  Saul  saw  that  Yahweh 
was  with  David,  and  that  all  Israel  loved  him]  the  double  favour 
(of  Yahweh  and  of  the  people)  increased  Saul’s  dread.  Vv.28b- 29b- 30 
are  lacking  in  (!§B.  See  the  critical  note. — 29.  The  climax  of 
the  chapter  is  here  reached  —  So  Saul  feared  David  yet  more. 

30.  A  panegyric  of  David,  such  as  we  have  had  to  superfluity.  It 
simply  says  that  as  often  as  the  Philistines  made  their  incursions 
David  acted  wisely  above  all  the  servants  of  Saul,  and  his  name 
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was  exceeding  precious.  It  is  intended  to  point  the  contrast 
afforded  by  Saul’s  conduct,  as  related  in  the  following  verse. 

20.  *?3’C]  the  name  appears  as  MeAxoA.  in  ©  and  as  Sn’oSd  in  S.  It  is 
possible  therefore  that  the  form  is  contracted  (or  mutilated)  from 
Olshausen  (  Gr .  §277  f.)  supposed  it  to  be  another  form  of  Sno’s.  —  21.  ti’piD1?] 
Ex.  io7.  The  second  half  of  the  verse  is  an  evident  interpolation  and  is  lack¬ 
ing  in  ©B  a1-.  It  breaks  the  sense,  for  Saul  would  not  first  make  the  proposition 
to  David  and  afterwards  insinuate  it  by  his  servants.  As  it  stands,  the  sentence 
can  only  be  an  attempt  to  harmonize  this  narrative  with  the  account  of  Merab. 
But  what  the  editor  meant  by  it  is  difficult  to  discover.  The  important  word  is 
n'ns’o,  which  can  only  mean  on  two  conditions  (shalt  thou  be  my  son-in-law), 
Pseudo-Hier  Questiones.  But  what  the  two  conditions  are  is  not  told,  and  this 
moreover  would  not  harmonize  the  two  accounts.  We  should  expect  something 
like  the  Jewish  interpretation  by  two  (so  ©A)  i.e.,  by  a  double  tie,  or  by  one 
of  the  two  (so  HE) .  But  the  former  would  be  ironical,  and  the  latter  leaves  the 
main  word  unexpressed.  We  are  forced  therefore  to  leave  the  problem  un¬ 
solved.  Kl.  supposes  D’rUBca  =  in  two  years,  but  this  does  not  help  the  real 
difficulty.  @L  has  iv  rats  Svvdfxeoiv  ( in  virtute  l),  which  probably  represents 
only  a  conjecture.  —  22.  of  what  is  done  stealthily,  24*. —  jnnnn]  one  is 

tempted  to  translate  propose  yourself  as  son-in-law,  which  the  form  would 
certainly  bear.  But  this  could  not  be  carried  through  the  passage,  cf.  v.27. — 
iSna]  probably  shows  the  real  force  to  be  ally  yourself  by  marriage  with  the 
king.  —  23.  nVpj]  is  the  exact  opposite  of  naoj,  Is.  35.  —  25.  mca]  cf.  Schm. 
p.  623;  on  Arab  customs  WRS.  Kinship,  p.  78.  Greek  examples  are  cited  by 
Driver  and  Nestle  (. Marginalien ,  p.  14,  citing  II.  9,  141  ff.  283  ff.).  — o]  some 
good  Hebrew  MSS.  have  on  '2  in  the  text  —  and  this  is  the  reading  of  the 
Babylonian  school  (Cappellus,  Critica  Sacra,  p.  190;  Baer,  p.  11S).  —  niSny] 
We.  refers  to  Dillmann,  Lex.  Ethiop.  s.v.  Josephus  gives  six  hundred  heads 
as  the  price,  in  order  not  to  offend  the  taste  of  his  Gentile  readers.  —  26.  xSi 
D'D'n  ixSd]  is  lacking  in  ©B,  inserted  in  @A  after  the  first  word  of  the  next 
verse.  It  is  an  interpolation,  intended  to  magnify  David’s  zeal  (We.,  Dr.). — 
27.  D'iINd]  is  another  change  of  the  same  sort.  ©  has  one  hundred,  which  is 
confirmed  by  2  S.  314.  in  after  ton  is  lacking  in  ©  1L.  —  oixSn’i]  should 
probably  be  read  dnSd'1,  David  being  the  subject.  He  alone  could  pay  in 
full  to  become  the  king’s  son-in-law.  The  change  to  the  plural  was  made  to 
avoid  the  disagreeable  picture  of  David  presented  by  the  word,  one  especially 
offensive  to  later  ritual  ideas  —  for  which  reason  also  it  was  omitted  by  ©B 
(We.). 

Repeated  consideration  of  the  natural  connexion  of  the  narrative,  forces 
me  to  the  conclusion  expressed  above,  that  in  the  original  story  Saul’s  attempt 
to  murder  David  in  his  house  (i9llff)  was  made  on  his  wedding  night.  Other¬ 
wise  we  have  an  incident,  whose  character  stamps  it  as  original,  which  we  can¬ 
not  fit  into  the  history.  In  case  this  be  correct,  we  should  probably  join  1911  to 
1827  by  taking  two  words  from  the  end  of  1910,  and  reading  Ninn  nS’*?2  'mi. 
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28.  }m]  lacking  in  @nL,  is  superfluous.  —  inronx  Svwna  Sj'di]  can  be 
translated  only  parenthetically  :  ‘  Saul  saw  that  Yahweh  was  with  David  (while 
Michal,  Saul’s  daughter,  loved  him)  and  he  feared.’  But  the  effect  is  not 
harmonious,  and  we  should  doubtless  restore  the  reading  of  ©4B  kjnan  kj 
nnx  (@L  combines  the  two  texts).  This  gives  an  additional  reason  for  Saul’s 
fear,  which  is  what  we  expect.  —  29.  r|D,s'')]  the  Qre  substitutes  rpi'i;  the 
difference  is  only  one  of  spelling.  —  sn1?  for  n-vV,  cf.  Ges.26,  §  69  n.  The  latter 
part  of  26  and  the  whole  of  29f-  are  lacking  in  6B;  they  point  out,  superfluously,' 
the  contrast  between  Saul’s  attitude  and  that  of  David.  The  original  opening 
of  191  may  have  been  :  And  Satil  zuas  hostile  to  David,  which  is  now  read  in 
1829. 

Chapter  XIX.  Saul’s  attempts  upon  David. — The  chapter  is 
made  up  of  four  sections,  which  cannot  be  reconciled  with  each 
other. 

1-7.  Temporary  conciliation  of  Saul.  —  Saul  gives  orders  to 
slay  David.  Jonathan,  after  warning  David,  intercedes  for  him 
with  success  and  brings  him  again  before  Saul. 

The  connexion  of  the  paragraph  is  not  plain.  It  appears  to  be 
another  version  of  the  story  contained  in  2o1-39.  Its  object  is  to 
account  for  David’s  continuance  at  court  after  Saul’s  hatred  had 
become  so  pronounced. 

1-7.  The  opening  of  the  chapter  would  follow  very  well  any  of  the  state¬ 
ments  of  Saul’s  hatred  contained  in  the  preceding  chapter.  If  the  account  is 
secondary,  as  compared  with  201-39,  we  should  probably  refer  it  to  the  later 
of  our  two  documents.  Its  object  here  is  to  show  why  David  is  still  found  at 
court  after  Saul’s  hatred  has  become  so  pronounced.  In  this  view  of  it,  we 
might  make  v.la-  join  immediately  to  i823a-  —  Saul  feared  David  yet  more, 
and  gave  orders  to  kill  him.  The  rest  of  the  section  would  be  an  attempt  to 
reconcile  this  command  with  the  following  paragraph,  in  which  David  is  still 
the  king’s  harper.  That  v.la-  is  by  a  different  hand  from  what  follows,  is  made 
probable  by  the  difference  in  the  form  of  Jonathan’s  name. 

1.  Saul  commanded  Jonathan,  his  son,  and  all  his  officers  to 
put  David  to  death]  the  writer  seems  not  to  have  mentioned  Jon¬ 
athan’s  friendship  for  David  earlier.  Here  he  introduces  it :  Yet 
Jonathan,  Saul's  son,  delighted  in  David  exceedingly.  —  2.  Jona¬ 
than  warns  David  :  My  father  is  seeking  to  put  thee  to  death;  now 
beware,  in  the  morning ]  the  conversation  is  supposed  to  take  place 
in  the  evening.  —  Hide  thyself  and  remain  in  a  secret  place']  this 
is  the  natural  order,  though  not  that  of  the  received  text.— 
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3.  The  proposition  of  Jonathan  is  :  1  will  go  out  and  stand  by  the 
side  of  my  father  in  the  field  where  thou  art  ]  so  that  David  would 
overhear,  and  be  informed  without  a  direct  communication  from 
Jonathan,  for  which  there  might  be  no  opportunity.  The  last 
clause  of  the  verse  :  and  whatever  I  see  I  tuill  tell  thee ]  does  not 
seem  to  bear  this  out,  and  there  may  be  interpolation.  —  4.  Jona¬ 
than’s  panegyric  is  little  calculated  to  soothe  Saul’s  jealousy,  and 
represents  the  author’s  view  rather  than  that  of  Jonathan.  The 
first  point  is  :  [David]  has  not  been  at  fault  in  regard  to  thee,  and 
his  actions  towards  thee  are  exceeding good~\  this  is  appropriate  to 
the  object.  —  5.  The  next  is  not  so  certain  to  make  a  favourable 
impression:  And  he  risked  his  life ]  2821  Jd.  12s;  and  smote  the 
Philistine,  and  Yahweh  wrought  a  great  deliverance ]  by  him,  as 
(@L  rightly  interprets.  The  deliverance  was  in  fact  a  reason  for 
Saul’s  favour  rather  than  his  anger.  Whether  he  was  in  a  frame 
of  mind  to  apprehend  this,  is  not  so  certain.  Still  at  the  time  he 
had  rejoiced,  as  Jonathan  reminds  him.  —  And  why  wilt  thou  sin 
in  the  matter  of  innocent  blood  in  slaying  David  without  cause  ? 
2531  1  K.  231.  —  6.  The  plea  was  effectual  and  Saul  gave  his  oath  : 
By  the  life  of  Yahweh,  he  shall  not  be  put  to  death. —  7.  There¬ 
upon  Jonathan  called  David ]  the  evident  implication  is  that  he 
was  not  far  away,  as  was  planned  in  vv.2- 3. —  And  Jonathan 
brought  David  to  Saul  and  he  was  in  his  presence  as  heretofore ] 
instead  of  being  obliged  to  hide  from  him. 

1.  jnn']  in  the  rest  of  the  chapter  we  find  prn\  The  form  here  may  be 
due  to  a  scribe.  But  elsewhere  we  observe  considerable  constancy  in  the 
usage  of  the  different  documents.  —  may]  of  the  officers  of  the  king,  as  else¬ 
where. —  2.  ’2n]  is  lacking  in  (SB.  But  more  probably  it  alone  was  expressed 
originally.  —  ipaa]  is  lacking  is  £.  —  nnca  naem]  belongs  after  n«ann  and 
this  order  seems  to  be  indicated  by  ©,  as  was  pointed  out  by  We.  The  vv.2-  3 
are  supposed  by  Co.  and  Bu.  to  be  an  interpolation.  In  fact  the  sense  is  good 
without  them.  But  if  the  whole  paragraph  has  arisen  under  the  influence  of 
201-39,  these  verses  belong  to  it;  and  if,  on  the  other  hand,  that  chapter  is  an 
expansion  of  this  paragraph  it  is  probable  that  the  hiding  here  was  the  feature 
on  which  the  author’s  mind  took  hold.  Bu.  proposed  at  first  to  strike  out  only 
3b,  while  Ki.  ascribes  the  whole  of  v.3  to  the  redactor.  —  3.  The  verse  seems 
inconsistent  with  itself,  as  the  only  object  of  Jonathan’s  speaking  with  Saul 
in  the  field  would  be  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  communicating  with  him  after¬ 
wards.  And  yet  this  communication  is  promised  in  the  second  half  of  the 
verse.  —  no  rmoi]  cf.  no  mu  =  whatever  it  may  he,  2  S.  18-2. — 4.  vcyc]  is 
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supposed  by  Dr.  to  be  a  singular.  There  seems  no  reason  however  why 
Jonathan  may  not  make  his  affirmation  general — to  the  effect  that  all  David’s 
actions  are  blameless.  —  “|b"2i3]  the  words  seem  to  be  transposed;  possibly 
the  second  is  an  insertion,  as  it  is  not  represented  in  @BL.  —  5.  wio]  £>  trans¬ 
lates  ‘  and  he  put  his  life  in  thy  hands.’  —  rum]  <gL  adds  SC  avrov,  which  is  at 
least  correct  sense  (represented  also  in  <§). —  'cm  msn  ical  iras 

’Icrpar;A.  el5 ov  Kal  fxapjjcra v  <*§  (with  slight  variation)  =  nDC’l  hni  'C'  bci.  The 
decision  between  the  two  is  not  easily  made.  On  the  one  side,  the  statement 
that  Israel  rejoiced  at  David’s  success  seems  calculated  to  stir  up  Saul’s  anger. 
But  this  is  true  of  nearly  all  Jonathan’s  speech,  and  the  reading  of  <3  is  quite 
in  line  with  the  rest  of  the  speech.  On  the  other  side,  the  following  ncbi  is 
more  forcible  if  connected  directly  with  the  statement  of  Saul’s  earlier  attitude. 
For  this  reason  I  retain  —  6.  Pipj  >wi]  in  the  sense  of  hearing  favourably 
Num.  2 13  (J)  Dt.  2ils  Jd.  2013.  —  7.  fniim  iS— un]  the  subject  is  omitted  by 
j5(§BL  3L.  The  repetition  of  Jonathan’s  name  three  times  in  the  same  verse 
is  in  fact  surprising,  and  shows  the  desire  of  the  author  (or  perhaps  the  desire 
of  a  scribe)  to  call  especial  attention  to  Jonathan’s  nobility  of  character. 

8-10.  Saul  attempts  David’s  life.  —  The  incident  is  a  duplicate 
of  that  related  in  i810f-,  and  the  two  accounts  are  possibly  variants 
of  one  original.  On  the  other  hand,  Saul  seems  there  simply  to 
have  lifted  the  spear  without  throwing  it,  and  it  may  be  the  idea 
of  the  author  that  David  was  saved  by  an  unintentional  turning 
away  —  led  by  the  Spirit  of  God.  It  is  possible  therefore  that  the 
two  accounts  are  intended  to  represent  two  successive  attempts 
of  the  same  kind,  separated  by  the  reconciliation  191"7.  In  both 
cases  Saul’s  hatred  is  motived  by  David’s  success  against  the 
Philistines.  —  8.  And  there  was  war  again]  intimates  that  such 
had  been  the  case  before.  As  the  account  stands,  the  reference 
must  be  to  the  war  in  which  Goliath  was  slain.  —  9.  The  evil 
spirit  is  here  called  (in  Ji|)  the  evil  spirit  of  Yahzveh,  contrary  to 
the  usage  of  other  passages.  The  emendation  suggested  by  (§> 
which  brings  them  into  conformity,  is  now  generally  adopted. 
The  circumstances  of  the  attack  are  given  ;  While  he  was  sitting 
in  his  house  with  his  spear  in  his  hand ,  and  David  was  playing 
with  his  hand.  — 10.  This  time  the  frenzied  king  sought  to  pin 
David  to  the  wall  with  the  spear']  if  the  account  is  by  the  same 
hand  with  the  earlier  parallel,  1810'  n,  we  may  say  that  it  was  the 
fixed  idea  recurring  to  the  madman.  —  But  David  slipped  away 
from  Saul's  presence,  so  that  he  smote  the  spear  into  the  wall]  the 
language  is  different  from  that  used  above.  That  David  fled  and 
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escaped  is  too  strong  language  to  use,  if  he  simply  went  to  his 
own  house. 

8-10.  I  cannot  pretend  to  solve  the  riddle  propounded  by  the  interweaving 
of  texts  here.  It  seems  to  me  probable  however  that  one  document  gave  the 
following  order  of  events:  (i)  David’s  conquest  of  the  Philistines;  (2)  Saul’s 
first  attempt  with  the  spear;  (3)  Saul’s  command  to  Jonathan,  followed  by  the 
temporary  reconciliation;  (4)  the  second  attempt  with  the  spear,  followed  by 
David’s  flight. 

9.  njn  mm  mi]  cf.  the  note  on  1614  (We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  Ki.  agree  in  the  emen¬ 
dation  here).  —  lrvaa  Nim]  a  circumstantial  clause.  —  mo]  read  it  a  with  four 
Hebrew  MSS.  and  (§,  so  Th.,  We.,  al.  —  10.  Tpai]  is  lacking  in  (®BL,  so  that 
the  meaning  would  be  to  smite  David  with  the  spear.  The  grotesque  idea 
of  pinning  David  to  the  wall  is  more  likely  original,  in  the  account  of  a  man 
possessed.  —  iBA'i]  apparently  broke  away  from  what  he  was  doing.  —  B7DU  Dj] 
cannot  refer  to  David’s  escape  from  the  immediate  danger,  which  is  sufficiently 
described  by  IBA'1.  The  words  evidently  mean  that  he  left  the  court  and  city 
altogether.  —  ton  nS'Sa]  belongs  with  the  next  verse. 

11-17.  The  siege  of  David’s  house.  —  Saul  sets  watchmen 
about  David’s  house,  intending  to  kill  him  in  the  morning.  Michal 
warns  him  of  his  danger  and  assists  him  to  flee.  She  then  supplies 
his  place  in  bed  with  the  Teraphim.  Saul  sends  messengers  to 
take  David,  and  they  bring  back  word  that  he  is  ill  in  bed.  There¬ 
upon  he  orders  him  to  be  brought  as  he  is,  and  the  deception  is 
discovered. 

The  paragraph  should  begin  with  :  and  it  came  to  pass  that 
night  from  the  end  of  v.10.  The  first  question  is  :  what  night  is 
meant?  No  reference  has  been  made  to  a  night  at  all.  But  the 
most  natural  interpretation  is  that  David’s  wedding  night  is  in¬ 
tended.  Psychologically  this  is  also  what  we  should  expect. 
Saul’s  growing  fear  has  led  him  to  promise  David  his  daughter  in 
marriage,  in  the  hope  that  the  price  to  be  paid  may  bring  David 
into  danger  and,  in  fact,  remove  him  by  death.  The  result  has 
been  only  to  increase  David’s  reputation  and  Saul’s  fear.  The 
crisis  comes  when  the  hated  parvenu  actually  takes  his  bride  to 
his  house.  This  will  be  the  time  to  strike ;  David  will  be  unsus¬ 
picious,  his  friends  will  have  dispersed  after  the  marriage  feasting. 
Dramatically  nothing  could  be  more  effective.  To  this  should  be 
added  that  the  discrepancy  with  the  preceding  paragraph  is  as 
marked  as  could  be  conceived.  In  that  section  David  has  already 
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‘  fled  and  escaped.’  In  this  he  is  unsuspicious  of  the  king  until 
warned  by  his  wife. 

11-17.  The  considerations  urged  above  are  perhaps  sufficient  to  show  the 
probability  of  the  connexion  of  this  passage  with  i827.  That  the  account  is 
old  is  conceded,  but  which  document  furnished  it  is  not  agreed  upon  by  the 
critics.  Co,  is  uncertain;  Bu.  puts  it  with  E  and  makes  it  continuous  with  the 
preceding.  Ki.  also  makes  it  continuous  with  the  preceding. 

11.  And  it  came  to  pass  that  night]  according  to  our  construc¬ 
tion  the  night  of  taking  possession  of  the  bride ;  that  Saul  sent 
messengers  to  the  house  of  David  to  watch  it,  so  as  to  kill  him  in 
the  morning.  David  was  so  unsuspicious  that  he  had  to  be  warned 
by  his  wife  :  If  thou  do  not  deliver  thy  life  to-night,  to-morrow 
thou  shalt  be  slain ]  the  fact  that  David  is  utterly  unprepared  for 
the  information  argues  for  the  connexion  suggested  above.  — 
12.  The  escape  was  effected  in  that  she  let  David  dowti  through 
the  window ]  similar  instances  are  Jos.  215,  and  the  case  of  Paul  in 
the  New  Testament,  Acts  9s5.  In  2i2ff-  we  find  David  coming  to 
the  priest  at  Nob  without  arms  and  without  attendants,  which  can 
be  accounted  for  only  by  this  verse.  — 13.  In  order  to  delay  the 
discovery  of  David’s  flight,  and  so  give  him  an  opportunity  to  get 
away,  Michal  contrives  to  deceive  the  messengers.  —  She  took  the 
Teraphwi]  the  household  god,  which  is  evidently  presented  as  in 
human  form ;  and  placed  it  071  the  bed]  a  plain  couch,  probably 
a  rude  frame  covered  with  leather;  and  a  cloth  of  goat's  hair  for 
his  pillow ]  the  translation  is  only  a  conjecture.  —  And  covered  it 
with  the  garment ]  which  regularly  served  for  that  purpose.  The 
Israelite  probably  covered  his  head  with  a  garment  when  sleeping, 
as  is  still  done  by  the  Arabs.  — 14.  In  the  morning  *  Saul  sent  mes¬ 
sengers  to  take  David  and  they  thought  him  to  be  ill]  the  stratagem 
was  effective,  so  far  as  the  first  report  of  the  messengers  was  con¬ 
cerned. — 15.  A7id  Saul  sent  to  the  house  of  David]  as  we  may 
conjecturally  restore  the  reading  :  saying:  bring  him  on  the  couch 
to  me  that  I  may  slay  hitn.  — 16,  17.  The  ruse  is  discovered,  and 
Saul  expostulates  with  his  daughter :  Why  hast  thou  deceived  7ne 
thus  ?  Her  answer  is  a  false  plea,  that  her  life  had  been  threatened. 

*  Lohr  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that  to  enter  the  house  of  another  in  the  night 
is  contrary  to  oriental  morals. 
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11.  The  verse  should  begin  xinn  nb'72  mu  reading  with  (§,  so  Th.,  We., 
al.  The  two  words  xin  rn^2  are  in  pj  connected  with  the  preceding  verse. 
Although  precedents  are  found  for  sin  nS'^o,  it  is  better  to  read  xinn  -a  as  a 
n  may  have  easily  dropped  out  on  account  of  the  recurrence  of  the  same 
letter.  —  inmnSi]  is  an  example  of  the  reverse  error.  The  initial  i  has  been 
duplicated  from  the  preceding  word  (omitted  by  @).  —  ■pa.rnN  o?ed]  cf.  i  K. 
i12.  — 13.  D'smn]  cf.  Z  W T.  1881,  iyoff.  Kevoratpia  <3  seems  to  imply  ances¬ 
tral  images.  The  word  is  found  always  in  the  plural,  but  is  here  quite  clearly 
applied  to  a  single  image;  and  this  image  is  apparently  of  the  natural  human 
size.  On  the  word  cf.  Moore  on  Jd.  17s  with  the  references  there;  cf.  also  the 
Lexx.  with  reff.  and  Schm.  pp.  652,  659.  —  naDrr?x]  one  of  the  numerous  cases 
where  ^7  and  *?x  are  confused.  —  2'22]  occurs  only  in  this  passage  and  is  not  yet 
explained  satisfactorily.  (3  read  122,  and  Josephus  expands  this  into  a  statement 
that  Michal  put  a  goat’s  liver  into  the  bed,  the  palpitation  of  which  (it  being 
freshly  killed  is  supposed)  made  the  messengers  of  Saul  think  David  was  gasp¬ 
ing  with  his  illness.  The  objection  is  that  Michal  could  hardly  need  such  a 
device  even  if  she  had  a  freshly  killed  goat  in  the  house.  The  reading  of 
might  readily  be  changed  to  122  by  a  scribe  unfamiliar  with  the  word  2'22.  The 
cognate  words  m22,  a  sieve,  and  "122:2,  a  metal  network,  as  well  as  2222,  2  K. 
815,  seem  to  indicate  for  this  word  something  woven  of  goat’s  hair.  C't;’  ny'v, 
Ex.  267,  is  the  goat’s  hair  covering  of  the  Tabernacle.  The  common  interpre¬ 
tation  of  the  present  passage  is  that  Michal  put  a  mosquito  net  over  the  head 
of  the  image;  so  Schm.  p.  653,  Ew.,  G  VI8.  III.  107  f.,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  77.  But  is 
a  net  of  this  kind  ever  made  of  goat’s  hair?  It  seems  more  probable  that  she 
put  a  cushion  as  a  pillow.  mu’NlD  is  used  of  the  pillow,  Gen.  2811- 18.  In  1  S. 
26  and  1  K.  196  l'ne’XTD  means  at  his  head,  a  phrase  which  would  not  naturally 
be  used  of  a  net  put  over  the  head.  Whatever  Michal  used  here  was  therefore 
probably  placed  as  a  pillow  A  living  man  would  not  need  such,  being 
accustomed  to  sleep  on  his  arm.  The  Teraphim  would  lie  too  flat  unless  its 
head  were  supported  by  something  of  the  kind.*  But  again,  the  image  would 
be  destitute  of  hair,  and  there  is  still  a  possibility  that  she  took  a  bundle  of 
goat’s  hair  and  made  it  simulate  David’s  hair;  so  some  of  the  Rabbis;  cf. 
Schm.  p.  653.  All  this  shows  the  uncertainty  that  must  attach  to  any  transla¬ 
tion. — 14.  icxm]  but  if  the  mere  word  of  Michal  was  to  be  taken,  there  was 
no  need  of  the  elaborate  precautions  already  related.  We  should  read  nnx'i 
with  (SAB,  making  the  messengers  the  subject.  They  came  to  take  him,  but 
seeing  the  bed  thus  arranged  :  they  said  to  themselves,  he  is  ill.  —  15.  ...  nSsm 
in]  if  the  messengers  had  once  seen  David,  as  we  have  just  supposed,  it  was 
superfluous  to  send  them  to  see  him  again.  Besides,  as  we  learn  from  the 
latter  part  of  the  verse,  their  object  was  to  fetch  him;  pixpS  is  therefore  cer- 


*  From  the  analogy  of  1  S.  26,  we  might  conjecture  that  she  put  a  skin  of  water 
at  the  head  of  the  bed,  a  sick  man  being  feverish  and  thirsty;  so  nyij  S',  and  Kim- 
chi,  apud  Schm.  p.  653.  But  there  are  several  familiar  words  for  waterskin,  and  we 
can  think  of  no  reason  why  so  rare  a  word  should  be  used  in  this  case. 
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tainly  wrong,  and  I  propose  to  change  it  to  n'21?,  or  rain.  ®AB  has  only 
ical  airoaTtWei  ewl  rbv  AauelS,  which  also  would  meet  the  requirement.  — 
If.  qn'DN  ddV]  on  the  idiomatic  use  of  nni  to  convey  a  threat,  cf.  Dr.,  Notes. 

The  original  continuation  of  this  account  seems  to  be  212,  where  David 
comes  to  Nob  to  get  provisions  for  further  flight. 

18-24.  David’s  miraculous  protection.  —  David  flees  to  Ramah, 
where  Samuel  presides  over  a  choir  of  prophets.  Saul  sends  for 
him  repeatedly,  but  the  Spirit  of  God  comes  upon  the  messengers 
so  that  they  can  do  nothing  but  prophesy.  At  last  Saul  comes 
himself  and  has  the  same  experience.  Hence  arises  the  proverb. 

The  section  is  a  late  adaptation  of  io10"13,  which  explains  the 
origin  of  the  proverb  by  Saul’s  experience  at  the  outset  of  his 
career.  The  present  writer  adapts  the  story  to  David’s  life,  mak¬ 
ing  its  point  his  miraculous  preservation  from  Saul’s  persecution. 
In  its  emphasis  of  the  divine  care,  it  reminds  us  of  the  account 
i8nf-  where  we  suppose  the  original  meaning  to  have  been  that 
David  turned  from  Saul’s  attempt  because  Yahweh  was  with  him. 
Because  of  this  resemblance,  we  may  conjecture  that  this  para¬ 
graph  was  originally  the  sequel  to  the  second  attempt  with  the 
spear  —  1 98'10. 

18-24.  The  critics  agree  that  this  piece  is  late,  but  are  at  a  loss  as  to  its  con¬ 
nexions.  The  theory  advanced  above  gives  its  probable  antecedent,  whereas 
its  later  continuation  may  plausibly  be  assumed  to  be  David’s  flight  to  Achish, 
2iiiff..  The  appearance  of  Samuel  shows  the  general  stream  of  narrative  to 
which  the  story  must  be  reckoned. 

18.  But  David  fled  and  escaped~\  resumes  the  narrative  of 
David’s  fortunes,  after  the  diversion  made  by  Michal’s  stratagem. 
—  And  came  to  Samuel  at  Ramah~\  Samuel’s  home.  The  theory 
of  the  author  is  that  Samuel  would  be  able  to  protect  David. 
After  an  interview,  in  which  he  told  Samuel  of  his  experiences 
with  Saul,  he  and  Samuel  zvent  and  dwelt  in  .  .  .]  the  place  in¬ 
tended  can  no  longer  be  made  out.  That  it  was  some  special 
building  in  Ramah  is  the  most  probable  conjecture — -perhaps  the 
cloister  (coenobium)  of  the  prophets.  Such  a  dwelling  or  settle¬ 
ment  existed  at  Gilgal  in  the  time  of  Elisha,  2  K.  61"7.  In  1  S. 
io'5  it  is  implied  that  the  prophets  dwelt  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
sanctuary,  and  the  sanctuary  would  be  the  proper  place  to  seek  the 
supernatural  protection  which  is  here  described.  — 19,  20.  Saul  is 
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informed  of  the  fugitive’s  place  of  sojourn  and  sends  messengers 
to  take  him  :  And  they  saw  the  company  of  prophets  prophesying 
with  Samuel  standing  over  them ]  the  religious  exercises  here  de¬ 
scribed  are  evidently  of  the  enthusiastic  character  of  those  in 
io510.  And  the  spirit  of  God  came  upon  the  messengers  of  Saul, 
and  they  also  prophesied ]  the  contagion  affected  them,  so  that 
they  were  unable  to  carry  out  the  king’s  command.  —  21.  This 
was  repeated  with  a  second  and  with  a  third  company  of  satellites. 
—  22.  At  last,  Saul's  anger  was  aroused  and  he  also  we?it  to 
RamaJi\  the  opening  of  the  verse  is  supplied  from  —  In  his 
progress ,  he  came  to  the  cistern  of  the  threshing-floor  which  is  on 
the  height,  and  asked :  Where  are  Samuel  and  David?']  the  text  is 
restored  according  to  (©.  —  23.  On  being  told,  he  wetit  thence, 
and  the  Spirit  of  God  came  upon  him  also  and  he  marched  along 
prophesying  until  he  catne  to  .  .  .]  the  place  mentioned  is  the 
same  already  named  in  v.18.  —  24.  The  manifestations  in  Saul,  as 
in  the  others,  are  of  an  extravagant  character  :  He  stripped  off  his 
clothes  and  prophesied  before  Samuel  and  lay  naked  all  that  day 
and  all  that  night.  The  resemblance  to  the  ecstasy  of  the  der¬ 
vishes  is  striking.  The  proverb  to  which  this  gives  rise  has  already 
been  mentioned.  The  surprise  which  it  expresses  is  far  more  in 
place  in  the  earlier  narrative  than  here,  where  Saul’s  possession 
has  become  a  fixed  fact. 

18.  uSdm  rrn  mm]  as  it  stands  may  be  the  original  conclusion  of  the  pre¬ 
ceding  narrative  (Bu.).  —  mua  Kt.:  niU3  Qre ]  the  word  is  entirely  unknown. 
<3  adds  here  in  Ramah,  as  pf  does  in  vv.20-22f-.  But  the  addition  there  is 
necessary;  here  it  is  not,  and  the  reading  of  (©  is  the  result  of  conformity. 
The  Kethib  is  presumably  to  be  pointed  mu,  but  no  such  word  occurs  else¬ 
where.  A  word  nu  from  a  root  meaning  to  dwell  or  to  sit  quiet  is  found,  and 
in  201  this  word  is  written  mu  (by  Baer  only),  which  would  be  the  plural  of 
nu.  <3  seems  to  have  read  nua  (<h  ’Aud0BL,  corrected  into  4v  N avu!>9  in  A). 
As  pointed  out  by  Dr.  nu  “  denotes  in  particular  a  pastoral  abode,”  2  S.  7®. 
That  Samuel  and  David  should  have  taken  refuge  in  the  sheepfolds  is  impos¬ 
sible  to  suppose.  In  2  S.  1525  David  says  to  Zadok :  “  If  I  find  favour  in  the 
eyes  of  Yahweh,  he  will  bring  me  back  and  show  me  bis  dwelling,”  where  the 
word  nu  seems  to  designate  the  tent  in  which  Yahweh  dwelt.  As  the  prophets 
in  io5  come  down  from  the  Bama  (which  was  the  sanctuary)  it  does  not  seem 
remote  to  suppose  the  original  here  was  mm  nu  or  mm  nu  which  has  been 
purposely  obscured  to  conceal  the  fact  that  there  was  a  sanctuary  at  Ramah 
(a  fact  which  the  later  time  could  not  rightly  estimate).  The  precarious 
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nature  of  the  definitions  given  in  this  passage  is  well  exposed  by  Driver  in  his 
Notes.  For  completeness  I  may  add  that  Josephus  gives  a  proper  name 
raA&ovdd  (Ant.  VI.  221  =  VI.,  XI.  5)  ;  the  early  Jewish  tradition  is  represented 
by  njdSin  no  of  2E;  and  that  &  has  run. —  20.  ton]  cannot  be  right  and 
must  be  changed  to  int>t  with  d.  —  npn1?]  is  an  unknown  word.  seem 

to  have  read  'rnp  or  nSnp  (cf.  Hoffmann,  ZATW.  III.  89).  — D'tnj]  is  lacking 
in  dB  but  is  necessary  to  the  sense.  —  axj  iDy]  the  two  words  together  are 
impossible,  and  must  be  explained  as  the  error  of  a  scribe  who  wrote  ~iiyj  from 
memory,  and  afterwards  inserted  the  correct  word  nxj.  Kl.,  followed  by  Bu., 
proposes  iron  on  the  basis  of  rp^D  But  it  must  be  remembered  that  ® 
throughout  has  the  idea  that  Samuel  was  a  rabbinical  teacher,  and  its  inter¬ 
pretation  must  be  taken  with  allowance;  moreover  ns'jn  occurs  only  in  Ezra, 
Chronicles,  and  the  superscriptions  to  the  Psalms  (and  Hab.  3).  —  22.  qSn 
Nin-Dj]  Kal  iBujuddri  opyrj  2aov\,  Kal  iiropcvdr\  Kal  aiiros  d  (with  slight  varia¬ 
tion).  The  touch  seems  natural,  and  the  loss  of  a  single  clause  is  not  difficult 
to  account  for.  —  Srnn  *vn— ljr]  is  ungrammatical.  Restore  pjn  113  ip  with 
dBL,  and  for  TOn  read  ’oti’3  (Iv  t&J  2e0ei  dB,  iv  Zecpi  dL).  The  'DV  or  bare- 
topped  hill  was  the  proper  place  for  a  threshing-floor.  Kl.  conjectures  (with 
slight  ground)  the  threshing-floor  on  which  Sajnuel  was  accustomed  to  sit  in 
judgment. — The  second  IDN’I  means  one  said,  as  frequently.  —  na-o]  is  here 
superfluous  and  probably  to  be  omitted,  with  Bu.  Saul  is  already  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  Ramah  when  he  makes  the  inquiry.  — 23.  DC’]  error  for 
ava  (cKeidev  dAB  lacking  in  L).  —  sojn'i  qSn]  I  have  no  hesitation  in  restor¬ 
ing  the  regular  jojnm  p^n  which  we  should  expect  here.  —  24.  Nirrot]  is 
omitted  in  both  instances  by  dBL,  in  the  second  instance  only  by  %>.  One  of 
the  two  can  well  be  spared,  and,  if  either,  the  latter.  The  older  commentators 
(Theod.)  saw  in  the  stripping  off  of  the  clothes  a  sign  of  the  loss  of  the 
kingdom. 


XX.  1-XXI.  1.  David’s  flight.  —  David  complains  to  Jona¬ 
than  of  Saul’s  purpose  to  kill  him.  Jonathan  reassures  him,  but 
offers  to  test  his  father’s  state  of  mind  in  any  way  David  may  sug¬ 
gest.  David  proposes  to  absent  himself  from  the  court  under  the 
plea  of  a  family  sacrifice.  If  Saul  condones  the  breach  of  eti¬ 
quette,  they  will  know  that  all  is  well.  If  not,  David's  forebodings 
will  be  justified.  The  result  is  as  David  anticipated.  Jonathan 
communicates  the  result  of  his  test  by  a  sign  agreed  upon,  without 
personal  communication  with  David.  By  grace  of  the  redactor 
however  they  have  a  final  interview,  vv.4(M2. 

It  is  evident  that  the  piece  does  not  agree  with  what  immedi¬ 
ately  precedes.  The  hostility  of  Saul  is  as  yet  known  only  to 
David.  Even  Jonathan  is  ignorant  of  it.  This  points  to  a  time 


i  SAMUEL 


184 

before  David’s  journey  to  Ramah,  before  the  attempt  frustrated  by 
Michal,  before  even  Jonathan’s  former  intercession  with  his  father. 
Had  the  author  known  of  an  earlier  attempt  at  reconciliation,  he 
would  have  made  at  least  a  passing  allusion  to  it  here.  The  diffi¬ 
culty  into  which  we  are  brought  by  attempting  to  classify  the  para¬ 
graph  with  either  of  the  two  main  sources  of  our  narrative  must  be 
obvious.  Yet  it  can  hardly  have  been  a  stray  leaflet  which  some 
scribe  inserted  after  the  double  story  was  already  completed.  It 
has  a  bearing  at  least  upon  the  life  of  David,  for  it  prepares  the 
way  for  his  treatment  of  Jonathan’s  son  Meribbaal.  In  the  pres¬ 
ent  state  of  our  knowledge  this  is  as  much  as  we  can  say. 

XX.  1-XXI.  1.  On  the  critical  questions  consult  the  usual  authorities  and 
what  is  said  above  in  the  Introduction,  §  5.  As  to  the  integrity  of  the  piece 
itself,  we  may  note  that  vv.40-42  contradict  the  plain  implication  of  what  pre¬ 
cedes —  that  it  was  dangerous  for  David  and  Jonathan  to  communicate 
directly.  These  verses  are  probably  a  later  insertion.  The  rest  of  the  chapter 
seems  sometimes  overfull  and  may  have  been  interpolated.  Budde’s  ex¬ 
cision  of  vv.4-17  as  redactional  however  has  not  commanded  any  large  meas¬ 
ure  of  assent.  Bonk  gives  a  detailed  analysis,  which  also  lacks  probability. 
Verses  11-17  may  be  from  a  different  source  from  the  rest  of  the  chapter. 

1-10.  The  first  clause  is  the  redactional  suture.  According 
to  the  rest  of  the  verse  David  came  and  complained  to  Jonathan 
of  the  conduct  of  Saul.  The  older  commentators,  who  accepted 
the  historicity  of  the  account  as  it  stands,  were  much  puzzled  to 
account  for  David’s  behaviour.  Why  should  he  expose  himself  to 
further  danger  after  having  such  unmistakable  evidence  of  Saul’s 
hostility  as  the  preceding  chapter  furnishes?  And  how  could 
Jonathan  be  so  ignorant  of  Saul’s  temper  after  so  public  an  exhi¬ 
bition?  Attempts  at  conciliation  (Schrn.,  al.)  are  compelled  to 
explain  away  the  obvious  force  of  language.  David’s  complaint 
shows  that  Saul  is  not  conceived  of  as  having  shown  open  hostil¬ 
ity :  What  have  I  done?  What  is  my  guilt,  and  what  my  sin 
before  thy  father,  that  he  is  seeking  my  life?  —  2.  Jonathan  re¬ 
assures  David  (or  tries  to  reassure  him)  :  Far  be  it!  Thou  shalt 
not  die.  My  father  does  not  even  a  small  thing  without  letting  me 
know,  and  why  should  my  father  hide  this  from  me  ?  Not  so  ! 
Jonathan’s  complete  ignorance  of  Saul’s  state  of  mind  could  not 
be  more  strongly  expressed.  —  3.  David’s  reply  suggests  the  rea- 
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son  of  Jonathan’s  ignorance:  Thy  father  well  knows  that  I  am  in 
favour  with  thee]  the  standing  phrase,  elsewhere  translated  have 
found  grace  in  thine  eyes.  Saul’s  thought  is  :  Let  not  Jonathan 
know  this ,  lest  he  be  pained ]  possibly  the  original  reason  was  lest 
he  make  it  known  or  something  equivalent.  Nevertheless,  by  the 
life  of  Yahweh  and  by  thy  life ]  so  the  Bedawy  swore  “  his  tale  was 
truth  by  the  life  of  Ullah  and  by  his  son’s  life.”  *  —  There  is,  as  it 
were,  a  step  between  me  and  death]  either  another  step  forward 
would  plunge  him  into  destruction,  or  else  death  was  so  close 
upon  his  track  that  in  another  step  it  would  overtake  its  victim. 
—  4,  5.  To  Jonathan’s  question:  What  dost  thou  desire  that  I 
do  for  thee  ?  David  replies  with  his  proposal :  To-morrow  is  the 
New  Moon.  But  I  shall  not  sit  with  the  king  to  eat  bread ]  the 
plain  implication  is  that  David  was  expected  at  the  king’s  table. 
His  absence  would  be  noted  —  evidence  enough  that  there  had 
been  no  open  breach.  The  New  Moon  was  a  festival  from  the 
earliest  times.  To  the  present  day  the  Arab  of  the  desert  greets 
the  new  moon  with  devout  ejaculations,  and  the  women  ‘  chant 
their  perpetual  refrain  of  a  single  verse,  and  dance  for  an  hour  or 
two.’f  We  have  every  reason  to  suppose  that  the  observance 
goes  back  to  a  time  when  the  moon  was  an  object  of  worship. 
The  reason  why  David  would  not  be  at  the  table  :  But  thou  shalt 
let  me  go  and  I  will  hide  myself  in  the  field  until  evening ]  the  po¬ 
liteness  of  David  is  manifested  in  asking  Jonathan’s  permission.  — 
6.  If  thy  father  miss  me,  then  thou  shalt  say  :  David  asked  leave 
of  me]  it  is  doubtful  whether  Jonathan  were  empowered  to  act  in 
the  king’s  stead.  But  David  designedly  chooses  to  feign  such  a 
breach  of  etiquette  as  the  king  would  easily  condone  if  he  were  in 
a  good  mood.  The  permission  was  asked  (ostensibly),  to  run  to 
Bethlehem  his  city,  for  there  is  a  yearly  sacrifice  there  for  all  the 
clan ]  like  Elkanah’s,  2W.  —  7.  If  Saul  should  condone  the  slight  : 
then  it  is  well  with  thy  servant]  as  to  his  standing  with  the  king. 
Otherwise,  know  that  evil  is  determined  upon  by  him]  that  is,  by 
Saul,  cf.  2517.  —  8.  David  pleads  the  agreement  already  made 
between  Jonathan  and  himself.  Thou  shalt  deal  kindly  with  thy 


*  Doughty,  Travels  in  Arabia  Deserta ,  I.  p.  53. 
t  Doughty,  l.c.,  I.  pp.  366,  455. 
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servant  because  into  a  bond  sanctioned  by  Yahweh  thou  hast  brought 
thy  servant ]  an  agreement  with  divine  sanctions  between  the  two 
is  described  183,  and  another  was  made  later,  2318.  If  there  be 
guilt  in  me,  do  thou  slay  me  —  to  thy  father  why  shouldst  thou  bring 
me?  The  strength  of  conviction  shows  itself  in  the  form  of  the 
protest.  —  9.  Jonathan  gives  renewed  assurance  of  his  willingness 
to  serve  his  friend  :  Far  be  it!  If  I  know  at  all  that  evil  is  deter¬ 
mined  by  my  father  to  come  upon  thee,  surely  I  will  tell  thee  ]  such 
must  be  the  meaning,  although  the  present  text  expresses  it  awk¬ 
wardly  if  at  all  (cf.  the  note).  — 10.  David  asks  :  Who  will  tell 
me  if  thy  father  answer  thee  harshly .?]  the  question  implies  that  it 
would  not  be  safe  for  Jonathan  to  meet  David  personally.  The 
answer  is  given  in  v.18f-  What  comes  between  is  not  a  part  of  the 
earliest  narrative. 

1.  HD13  .  .  .  ma'i]  is  called  the  redactional  suture  above.  It  is  possibly 
however  the  original  beginning  of  the  account  of  David’s  flight  to  Achish, 
where  it  would  fit  excellently  instead  of  2iUa.  —  jruirv  ucS  PDN'i  son]  is 
rendered  in  (55  as  though  it  were  IDN’I  jnjim  uoS  N3’i,  which  is  logically  better. 
Possibly  however  the  division  between  the  two  documents  is  between  the  two 
verbs,  so  that  the  original  connexion  was  Injin'  ud1?  nrN'i  ahn'i  dj  in'. — 
2.  ni’jri1?  Kt. :  ne’y'-N1?  Qre.  The  former  intends  to  begin  if  my  father  had 
done,  but  this  is  not  suitable  to  the  present  context.  We  must  therefore  choose 
the  Qre  —  my  father  will  not  do.  —  in  Snj  121]  is  lacking  in  (55B  and  may 
have  fallen  out  by  scribal  mistake  of  the  second  121  for  the  first.  As  the 
shorter  text  makes  good  sense  however,  I  have  retained  it.  —  utn  nSj']  cf. 12- 13 
and  915.  —  nxr  px]  a  strong  expression  - —  there  is  nothing  of  this.  —  3.  >  T-’U 
Tip]  as  We.  says,  David  has  not  sworn  as  yet,  and  does  not  swear  now.  (g  has 
only  asm,  which  is  all  we  need;  nji  is  a  scribal  expansion  perhaps  duplicate 
of  in,  and  the  duplication  of  its  y  gave  rise  to  the  reading  of  IfJ.  The  second 
iDX'i]  means  says  to  himself,  as  often.  —  axjnqe]  the  author  of  this  passage 
would  seem  to  make  Saul  careful  lest  David  should  get  information,  rather 
than  lest  Jonathan  should  be  grieved,  and  traces  of  an  original  reading  with 
this  force  are  found  in  @B,  which  has  /xtj  ou  /SouAtjtcu,  which  would  represent 
nxy  ;d  (We.).  <55L  has,  with  the  same  idea,  uirc cs  fxj ;  cwa-yyei'Ap  t<£  AaihS.  It 

is  difficult  to  suppose  however  that  yy  was  the  verb  here  unless  we  read  jd 
lxyr,  lest  they  take  counsel  together,  and  we  are  obliged  to  decide  for  JtJ,  as 
slightly  more  probable.  —  o^ixi]  strongly  adversative  to  Jonathan’s  assertion 
that  there  was  no  reason  for  David’s  suspicion.  —  "je’D:  'ni  cf.  1439 

and  BDB.  s.v.  'n.  The  'D  is  '3  recitativum.  —  jjU'dd]  the  like  of  a  step  (Dr.); 
yti’D  occurs  here  only  —  the  verb  in  one  passage;  (55  seems  to  paraphrase. 
—  4.  iDNmiD]  does  not  seem  the  word  we  need:  rl  emdufxu  <3  points  to 
niNP  nr,  which  exactly  fits  the  place.  In  that  case  we  should  point  nz’jjxi, 
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that  I  may  do.  —  5.  cnn]  is  frequently  joined  with  the  Sabbath  as  a  day 
of  religious  observance,  2  K.  428  Is.  i13  Am.  85.  It  was  adopted  by  the 
Levitical  legislation,  Num.  io10  2811-15;  cf.  Dillmann,  Exodus  und  Levit., 
p.  578  f.,  Eenzinger,  Hebr.  Arch.,  §  69,  Muss-Arnolt,  JBL.  1892,  pp.  73  f., 
160  ff. —  aiPSTatt”  ■OJNi]  is  generally  rendered  I  should  certainly  sit.  But 
if  David  had  meant  that  on  that  day  he  was  confidently  expected  at  the 
king’s  table,  he  would  have  expressed  himself  unambiguously  to  that  effect. 
©  inserts  a  negative  and  this  reading  (sipn  nS  ’2JNi)  has  been  gener¬ 
ally  adopted  since  We.  —  n'C'S^n]  is  not  expressed  in  @BL  and  is,  in  fact, 
superfluous.  David  did  not  know  that  he  must  remain  in  hiding  until  the 
third  day.  The  word  must  therefore  be  dismissed.  The  only  question  is 
whether  we  should  not  also  throw  out  the  whole  clause,  which  might  easily  be 
inserted  by  a  scribe,  in  anticipation  of  what  actually  followed.  —  6.  ipa]  first, 
to  inspect  in  order  to  see  whether  any  is  missing  (1315  1417),  then  to  discover 
that  some  one  is  missing.  —  Snc’j]  with  the  proper  Niphal  force  —  asked  for 
himself,  Ges.26  51  e.  —  onS'n’a]  for  which  ©  read  onbmmn  -\y  (adopted  by 
We.,  Bu.).  —  7.  "h  mm  mrroNl]  feed  idv  cncAripws  aroicpidfi  <roi  ©  (with  slight 
variations).  The  latter  seems  on  the  whole  more  likely  to  have  been  substi¬ 
tuted  for  the  former  than  the  reverse,  it  being  more  in  conformity  with  what 
actually  took  place,  v.10  (We.).  —  8.  *?>’]  should  evidently  be  ay  with  ©5$@L 
(We.,  Dr.,  Bu.).  —  mm  nna]  seems  to  be  used  nowhere  else  of  a  covenant 
between  men,  such  as  is  alluded  to  here,  but  cf.  Ex.  2210.  —  nrnD7]  is  ren¬ 
dered  as  a  negative  (which  it  is  in  intention)  by  j&IL.- — 9.  The  difficulty  is 
with  the  last  clause  of  the  verse :  pb  TON  nns  nSi.  It  is  possible  to  make  the 
whole  verse  (from  □»)  an  oath  with  the  imprecation  suppressed  —  so  We. 
But  in  this  passage,  where  the  feeling  is  so  strong,  it  would  be  unnatural  to 
leave  out  so  important  a  part  of  the  asseveration.  It  is  also  possible  to  make 
the  last  clause  an  interrogation:  If  I  know  .  .  .  shall  I  not  tell  thee?  (Dr.) 
The  difficulty  would  be  relieved  if  we  had  instead  of  nS  an  emphatic  particle 
like  px.  Such  a  particle  exists  in  the  form  of  b  in  Arabic  and  it  is  possible 
that  it  existed  also  in  Hebrew.  There  are  some  traces  of  it  aside  from  the 
present  passage,  as  Ex.  822,  which  is  closely  parallel  to  this :  If  we  sacrifice, 
.  .  .  surely  the  Egyptians  will  slay  us.  I  have  mislaid  the  reference  to  the 
article  (in  JAOS,  if  I  remember  correctly)  in  which  the  identification  of  this 
Nb  with  the  Arabic  la  was  made,  a  few  years  ago.  At  the  end  of  the  verse  ©L 
adds  els  r as  noAeis  crou,  which  is  also  found,  though  differently  placed,  in  ©‘lB. 
The  addition  is  difficult  to  account  for;  perhaps  nr«  was  read  nnx  and  was 
then  supplemented  by  an  adverbial  clause  inserted.  Kl.’s  adoption  of  the 
reading  will  hardly  command  assent.  —  10.  np  in]  idu  ©  represents  cn,  which 
is  doubtless  original.  A  scribe  took  on  to  be  an  abbreviation  of  two  words, 
which  he  therefore  restored.  The  received  text  might  perhaps  be  justified  by 
analogies  (We.,  Dr.)  but  it  seems  simpler  to  correct  it. 

11-17.  Jonathan’s  entreaty. —  Jonathan  gives  renewed  assur¬ 
ance  of  his  fidelity  and  takes  occasion  to  predict  David  s  future 
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accession  to  the  throne.  With  this  in  view,  he  entreats  David’s 
kindness  for  himself,  or,  in  case  he  should  not  survive,  for  his 
children.  The  section  interrupts  the  main  thread  of  the  narra¬ 
tive,  and  is  characterized  by  a  different  tone.  Instead  of  Jona¬ 
than’s  being  the  superior  and  David  the  suppliant,  their  position 
seems  reversed. 

11.  The  proposition  of  Jonathan  is  that  they  should  go  out  into 
the  field,  where  they  would  be  free  from  observation.  This  propo¬ 
sition  contradicts  the  plain  intent  of  the  main  narrative,  according 
to  which  it  would  be  dangerous  for  them  to  be  seen  going  together 
to  the  field.  — 12,  13.  By  somewhat  radical  treatment  of  the  text 
we  restore  Jonathan’s  promise  as  follows:  Yahweh,  God  of  Israel, 
is  witness  that  I  will  sound  my  father  about  this  time  to-7iiorrow, 
and  if  he  be  well  disposed  towards  David,  then  I  will  send  for  thee 
to  the  field;  but  if  there  be  evil —  God  do  so  to  fotiathan  and  more 
also  if  I  bring  the  evil  upon  thee  ;  but  I  will  uncover  thine  ear  and 
will  let  thee  go,  and  thou  shalt  go  in  peace.  The  two  alternatives 
are  plainly  put  and  the  imprecation  is  joined  with  the  appropriate 
one.  The  consciousness  of  the  author  that  the  latter  alternative 
would  be  realized,  shows  itself  in  the  concluding  clause :  And 
Yahweh  be  with  thee  as  he  has  been  with  my  father!  —  14,  15a.  The 
mention  of  David’s  future  brings  a  request  that  his  grace  may  be 
extended  to  Jonathan  and  his  descendants.  The  writer  has  in 
mind  the  later  account  of  David’s  treatment  of  Jonathan’s  son.  — 
And  if  I  am  yet  alive,  thou  shalt  show  me  the  kindness  of  Yahweh  ; 
But  if  I  should  die,  thou  shalt  not  withdraw  thy  compassion  from 
my  house  forever ]  the  two  alternatives  are  completely  stated, 
showing  that  the  remainder  of  the  verse  belongs  with  what  fol¬ 
lows. —  15b,  16.  Should  David  forget  the  covenant,  God  would 
be  the  avenger :  But  if,  in  Yahweh' s  cutting  off  the  enemies  of 
David from  the.  face  of  the  ground,  fonathan  should  be  cut  off  with 
the  house  of  Saul,  then  Yahweh  will  require  it  at  the  hand  of  David~\ 
Jonathan  is  here  put  for  the  house  of  fonathan  and  David  for  the 
house  of  David.  The  emphasis  laid  upon  this  matter  makes  us 
suspect  that  the  house  of  Jonathan  feared  the  ruling  dynasty  for  a 
long  time.  — 17.  Jonathan  continued  to  give  assurances  to  David, 
because  with  tender  love  he  loved  him,  cf.  i83. 
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12,  13.  The  text  has  suffered  in  transmission,  partly  because  the  sentence 
is  unusually  long.  As  it  stands,  it  is  impossible  to  call  it  good  Hebrew. 
After  m  we  must  restore  ny,  which  has  fallen  out  by  reason  of  its  similarity  to 
m;  so  i?  ImDJ,  while  (5  oldei/  points  to  ym,  a  corruption  of  the  same  original. 
Read  therefore:  Witness  is  Yahweh,  cf.  125. —  rwWn]  is  superfluous  here 
as  in  v.5,  having  been  put  into  the  text  to  make  the  promise  conform  to  the 
event.  —  rum]  should  be  pi  equivalent  to  oxi;  it  is  so  read  in  j5,  while 
gives  both:  ical  ISov,  eav. —  n^xVi]  the  xS  must  be  the  same  emphatic  parti¬ 
cle  used  above  in  v.9,  here  as  there  in  the  apodosis.  —  "|JTX“nx  ’mtui]  is  lack¬ 
ing  in  ©,  which  substitutes  eis  ccypov  (AB)  or  els  rh  ireSlou.  The  latter  seems 
more  appropriate,  for  if  Saul’s  mood  was  discovered  to  be  good,  Jonathan 
could  send  openly  to  the  field  and  fetch  David.  At  the  beginning  of  v.13  (§L 
has  ical  ecu/  icaicbv  rj,  which  at  any  rate  gives  an  appropriate  meaning.  I  sup¬ 
pose  the  words  nyn  3x1  m»n]  to  have  become  illegible  and  to  have  been  filled 
out  by  a  scribe  with  a  phrase  from  v.13,  which  fits  in  the  context.  —  *?x  nan  ’a 
’^x]  is  unintelligible;  @AB  on  avolcrw,  ecu'  p^  dvolaai.  Both  point  to  X'2X 
for  ’3X  and  with  X’3X  we  must  here  read  (in  an  oath)  ON.  The  original  ox 
X'3X  was  miswritten  i3x-L>x,  with  which  something  had  to  be  supplied.  The 
original  reading  of  Jonathan’s  oath  I  take  therefore  to  be :  Sxiim  int>x  mni  iy 
rvtry  ru  1S  yn  pi  :  ma»n  ~\b  nS^x  tx  xSi  in  Sx  310  pi  inn  np  13X  nx  ipnx  '3 
-pSy  yin  nx  xux  ax  *pD>  P131  pjim1?  mriSx. — 14.  The  received  text  is  here 
also  corrupt.  —  ax  xSi]  is  a  duplication.  xSi  was  written,  and  then,  to  make 
clear  that  xS  was  not  meant,  ax  was  added.  —  rvi’yrrxSi]  is  represented  by 
ical  iroi-fiaeis  ©B,  nonf/crris  @L,  showing  that  we  should  read  again  the  emphatic 
particle  in  the  apodosis.  —  mni  ion]  cf.  2  S.  93.  The  third  x1?!  should  be  read 
xm  and  begin  the  next  verse.  — 15.  The  first  half  of  the  verse,  taken  with  the 
two  preceding  words,  makes  good  sense.  But  the  second  half  must  be  dis¬ 
connected,  and  made  the  beginning  of  a  third  sentence.  —  mnana  x*?i]  will 
barely  admit  of  connexion  with  the  preceding  (Dr.),  but  is  better  in  every 
way  when  read  nnana  xSi.  %  omits  tmx,  perhaps  rightly.  — 16.  rna'i]  el 
QapQi)oeja.i  <§L,  rightly  pointing  rnm  and  connecting  with  the  preceding  xSi. 
Where  @B  gets  eupedrji/ai  is  difficult  to  say.  —  pjim]  rb  uvopa  rov  ’Ic ovaddv 
<gB,  the  latter  is  adopted  by  Dr.,  Bu.,  but  does  not  seem  to  improve  the  sense. 
—  in  ma-ny]  cur 6  too  oIkov  A avelS  ©AB,  on  the  ground  of  which  We.,  Dr., 
restore  oyD.  But  what  Jonathan  requests  is  not  that  his  house  may  continue 
1 with  the  house  of  David  (as  its  dependants)  but  that  it  may  not  be  cut  off  by 
them,  which  would  not  be  expressed  by  oyc.  (®L  pera  too  oiicov  SaovA.  has 
some  claims  to  be  regarded  therefore  as  original. — in  '3'X  mo]  cannot  be 
right,  as  is  evident;  read  mi  TV.  In  some  other  cases  13'X  is  inserted  to 
avoid  an  imprecation  on  David.  There  is  also  a  trace  in  one  MS.  of  <3  that 
the  word  was  doubtful.  — 17.  mvnx  yiaavi1?]  Jonathan’s  love  is  no  reason  for 
his  adjuring  David.  We  are  compelled  therefore  to  read  'vSx  yais'n1?  with  <3- 
The  main  object  of  the  interview  was  that  Jonathan  might  assure  David  on 
oath  that  he  would  not  betray  him  to  Saul.  —  lnx  lnanxa]  has  arisen  by  dupli¬ 
cation  of  the  following  words.  It  is  lacking  in  ©B. 
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18-23.  Jonathan  describes  more  distinctly  his  plan  for  ac¬ 
quainting  David  with  the  state  of  Saul’s  mind.  — 18.  The  verse 
goes  back  to  10,  in  which  David  had  inquired  about  the  means  of 
communication.  First,  a  sketch  of  the  situation :  To-morrow  is 
New  Moon  and  thou  shalt  be  missed,  when  thy  seat  shall  be  vacant'] 
the  sentence  is  no  doubt  tautological  and  perhaps  the  text  has 
suffered.  — 19.  What  is  intended  by  the  opening  of  the  verse  is 
not  clearly  made  out.  David’s  course,  however,  is  marked  out 
for  him  :  Thou  shalt  come  to  the  place  where  thou  didst  hide  the 
day  of  .  .  .]  the  day  intended  is  no  longer  intelligible.  —  And 
shalt  sit  down  by  the  side  of  yonder  stone  heap]  the  nature  of  the 
stone  heap  is  not  defined.  —  20.  The  general  sense  of  the  verse 
must  be  that  Jonathan  will  choose  some  object  by  the  side  of 
David’s  hiding  place  as  a  mark  at  which  to  shoot.  But  it  is  im¬ 
possible  to  construe  the  present  text,  and  the  evidence  of  the 
versions  does  not  enable  us  to  reconstruct  it  in  better  shape. — 
21.  And  I  will  send  the  boy]  which  one  takes  to  recover  the 
arrows  when  shooting  at  a  mark  :  Go  find  the  arrow !]  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  the  boy  is  to  be  directed  to  the  arrow  is  the  token 
for  David.  —  If  I  say  to  the  boy :  The  arrow  is  this  side  of  thee, 
pick  it  up  !  —  then,  come  !  for  it  is  well  for  thee,  there  is  nothmg 
the  matter,  by  the  life  of  Yahweh]  the  sign  is  plain,  and  one  that 
naturally  suggests  itself.  —  22.  But  if  I  say  to  the  lad :  The  arrow 
is  beyond  thee  —  then  go  !  for  Yahweh  sends  thee  away]  the  discov¬ 
ery  of  the  mind  of  Saul  will  be  an  indication  of  God’s  will  concern¬ 
ing  David’s  course.  —  23.  Jonathan’s  final  word  of  confirmation  : 
And  as  for  the  word  which  we  have  spoken,  thou  and  /,  Yahweh  is 
witness  between  me  and  thee  forever]  Yahweh  is  a  party  to  such 
solemn  engagements,  as  we  see  in  the  case  of  Jacob  and  Laban, 
Gen.  3 150. 

18.  ape 's]  is  suspicious.  But  no  better  reading  suggests  itself.  — 19.  ntrStt’i 
iXD  nn]  gives  no  appropriate  sense.  (S  substitutes  ipon  for  Tin,  which  is 
adopted  by  We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  but  does  not  seem  satisfactory.  That  David 
would  be  more  missed  on  the  third  day  than  on  the  second  is  true.  But 
there  was  no  reason  to  suppose  that  Saul’s  mind  would  not  be  discovered 
on  the  day  following  the  interview.  David  should  not  wait  until  the  third  day 
to  come  to  the  place  where  he  was  to  hide.  I  suspect  that  nii’Scn  at  any  rate 
(and  perhaps  the  whole  clause)  is  an  insertion  of  the  same  hand  which  forced 
the  third  day  into  vv.5- 12;  moi  Tin  ini  is  what  we  expect.  —  ni^jinn  Dva]  the 
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day  of  the  deed  is  wholly  unknown  to  us.  There  must  be  a  reference  to  some 
former  hiding  on  the  part  of  David.  But  the  only  account  of  such  a  hiding 
preserved  to  us  is  in  198,  Jonathan’s  former  intercession  for  David.  On  gen¬ 
eral  grounds,  we  have  already  decided  that  that  account  was  not  known  to  the 
author  of  this  narrative.  It  is  difficult  moreover  to  see  how  the  day  of  that 
intercession  could  be  called  the  day  of  the  deed.  We.  supposes  a  reference  to 
Saul’s  attempt  with  the  spear  (and  refers  to  Job  3317).  But  David  did  not 
hide  himself  that  day,  so  far  as  we  know.  We  are  in  fact  wholly  in  the  dark. 
The  versions  —  t i)s  ipyaaias  ©L,  rrj  ipyacrifxy  ©AB,  qua  operari  licet  11,  Nilm 
2T,  see  in  the  word  a  designation  of  a  working  day  in  distinction  from  the 
festival  day  of  the  New  Moon.  But  it  is  doubtful  whether  ns'jmn  would  be 
used  to  mark  such  a  distinction  —  mu;  would  be  more  natural.  —  biNn  pan] 
if  correct  can  be  only  a  proper  name.  But  as  pointed  out  by  Th.  ©  (ri 
epyaB  e/ce tvo  ©B,  tu  \lOcp  IkAvo>  ©L)  read  both  here  and  in  v.41  the  word  jj-in, 
which  would  naturally  mean  a  heap  of  stones,  cf.  the  proper  name  Argot  in 
Bashan,  Dt.  34  x  K.  413.  We.  therefore  restores  jbn  ajnxn  bxx,  which  is  gen¬ 
erally  adopted. —  20.  miN  ms  D'xnn  rwrv  uni]  would  naturally  mean :  and 
I  will  shoot  the  three  arrows  by  the  side  of  it.  But  why  three  arrows?  The 
later  account  speaks  of  only  two,  and  it  was  not  certain  in  advance  that  more 
than  one  would  be  needed.  The  three  arrows  are  spoken  of  as  if  already 
mentioned,  which  is  not  the  case.  This  half  of  the  verse,  moreover,  in  this 
wording  does  not  fit  the  remaining  words  —  to  send  for  me  to  a  goal.  If  this 
means  anything  it  makes  a  complete  tautology  when  taken  with  the  preced¬ 
ing.  ©  reads  as  a  verb  —  and  I  ivill  triple  the  arrows,  or  and  I  will  use 

three  arrows,  which  does  not  seem  to  give  any  help.  We.,  followed  by  Dr., 
Bu.,  reconstructs  D’SM  ttrbiPti  uni  =  and  I  oti  the  third  day  [will  shoot]  with 
arrows,  which,  if  we  can  make  vnv  mean  to  do  on  the  third  day,  somewhat  re¬ 
lieves  the  difficulty,  though  the  sentence  is  still  awkward,  and  does  not  fit  well 
with  he  latter  part  of  the  verse.  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  Kl.  is  on  the 
right  track  in  seeing  in  mix  a  corruption  of  nxix.  In  that  case  Jonathan  in¬ 
tended  to  say:  ‘  I  will  choose  something  near  the  stone  heap  as  a  mark  at 
which  to  shoot.’  But  the  original  text  is  not  discoverable.  —  21.  myjn]  the 
boy,  whom  he  would  naturally  have  with  him  in  practising  archery.  —  nxd  t1?] 
the  omission  of  icnS  is  unusual.  Possibly  the  original  was  simply  nxd1?,  which 
has  been  expanded  under  the  influence  of  v.33  where  we  have  nxd  fn.  — D'Xnn] 
should  probably  be  the  singular  in  both  instances.  —  nxai]  must  begin  the  apo- 
dosis,  corresponding  to  j1?  in  the  next  verse.  But  in  this  case  the  i  is  abnor¬ 
mal  and  we  should  either  read  ntoi,  or  else  with  ©AB  omit  the  1.  The  latter 
alternative  is  favored  by  the  parallel  in  the  next  verse,  the  1  might  readily 
have  come  from  the  end  of  the  preceding  word.  —  im]  is  sufficient  of  itself 
without  the  addition  of  an  adjective  ( evil )  made  by  the  versions.  —  22.  D'xnn] 
the  singular  should  be  restored  here  also  with  ©.  The  particular  arrow  which 
should  give  the  sign  was  the  one  in  Jonathan’s  mind  all  through  the  speech. 
The  mistake  of  pj  is  probably  because  the  form  un  (which  occurs  as  an 
undoubted  singular  in  v.36)  was  taken  for  an  abbreviated  plural,  the  usual 
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singular  being  }‘n.  —  23.  It  seems  necessary  to  insert  i.?  (ftdprvs  @)  after 
nin%  or  else  to  point  the  last  two  words  of  the  verse  oSijnj!;  cf.  v.12  as 
amended  above. 

24-34.  The  discovery  of  the  mind  of  Saul.  —  We  may  sup¬ 
pose  that  the  interview  just  described  took  place  in  the  evening. 
The  new  moon  had  already  been  seen,  so  that  the  next  day 
(properly,  the  day  had  begun  with  the  sunset)  was  the  festival. 
—  24.  David  hid  himself,  and  the  festival  day  came,  and  the  king 
sat  at  the  [sacrificial]  meal  to  eat.  The  time  of  day  is  not  given. 
But,  from  the  fact  that  Jonathan  waited  until  the  next  morning 
(after  the  second  day)  to  carry  his  tidings  to  David,  we  may  sup¬ 
pose  it  was  late  in  the  day.  —  25.  The  king’s  table  companions 
were  only  three.  The  king  sat  on  his  seat,  as  usual,  by  the  wall, 
and  Jonathan  was  opposite,  and  Abner  sat  by  the  side  of  Saul,  and 
David's  seat  was  vacant.  The  simplicity  of  the  royal  table  is 
evident.  —  26.  The  absence  of  David  was  not  remarked  upon  at 
this  time,  the  king  supposing  a  ritual  reason  :  For  he  said  to  him¬ 
self :  It  is  an  accident :  he  is  not  clean  because  he  has  not  been 
cleansed ]  the  festival  being  a  religious  one,  no  one  could  eat  of 
the  meal  without  being  ritually  purified.  If  David  had  neg¬ 
lected  the  proper  rite  of  preparation,  he  had  a  sufficient  excuse 
for  absence  from  the  table.  —  27.  The  second  day  matters  came 
to  a  crisis.  Why  has  not  the  son  of  Jesse  come  to  the  table,  either 
yesterday  or  to-day  ?  The  known  friendship  of  the  two  men  made 
it  probable  that  Jonathan  would  be  informed.  —  28.  Jonathan 
makes  the  excuse  agreed  upon  :  David  begged  of  me  leave  to  run 
to  Bethlehem.  —  29.  Specific  report  of  what  David  said  in  his 
request :  Let  me  go,  I  pray,  for  we  have  a  clan  sacrifice  in  the  city, 
and  that  was  what  my  brother  commanded  me.  The  appearance 
of  the  brother  instead  of  the  father  has  led  to  the  supposition  that 
David’s  father  was  dead.  Possibly  we  should  read  my  brethren 
(with  ©),  and  understand  it  of  the  members  of  the  clan  in  gen¬ 
eral.  Jonathan  would  then  make  the  impression  that  David  was 
invited  by  the  clan  to  be  present  at  the  festival,  undoubtedly  a 
reason  why  he  should  seek  to  go,  but  not  one  that  would  conciliate 
Saul.  In  Jonathan’s  further  report  of  David’s  words  is  another 
infelicity :  Let  me  slip  away  that  I  may  see  my  brethren  !  The 
words  must  suggest  to  Saul  that  David  was  trying  to  escape  from 
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him.  —  30.  The  wrath  of  Saul  flames  out  upon  his  son  :  Son  of  a 
rebellious  slave  girl !  Universal  custom  abuses  a  man  by  throwing 
opprobrium  upon  his  parents.  The  son  of  a  slave  girl  was  of 
mean  lineage ;  and  in  case  the  mother  were  rebellious,  her  son 
might  be  suspected  of  being  a  bastard.  Saul’s  anger  did  not 
allow  him  to  reflect  on  the  injustice  of  his  abuse.  Do  I  not  know 
that  thou  art  a  companion  of  the  son  of  fesse,  to  thine  own  shame 
and  to  the  shame  of  thy  mother's  nakedness  ?  To  revile  a  man  by 
the  nakedness  of  his  mother  is  still  common  among  the  Orientals 
(Doughty,  I.  p.  269).  That  a  man  may  disgrace  the  womb  that 
bore  him  is  evident  enough.  But  Saul  in  his  excitement  puts  the 
thought  into  coarse  language.  —  31.  The  reason  for  the  anger  is, 
that  David  is  a  rival  for  the  throne  :  For  as  long  as  the  son  of  fesse 
lives  upon  the  earth,  thy  kingdom  shall  not  be  established ]  the  suc¬ 
cession  would  naturally  fall  to  Jonathan  as  the  most  capable,  and 
probably  the  oldest  of  the  sons  of  Saul.  In  the  correct  feeling 
that  Jonathan  will  know  where  David  is,  Saul  orders  him  to  send 
and  take  him,  adding :  for  he  is  doomed  to  death~\  cf.  2  S.  1 25.  — 
32,  33.  At  Jonathan’s  question  why  this  should  be,  Saul’s  rage 
gets  beyond  control :  And  Saul  raised  the  spear  at  him  to  smite 
hirn\  as  he  had  attacked  David.  —  So  Jonathan  knew\  more  evi¬ 
dence  could  scarcely  be  expected,  that  it  was  determined  by  his 
father  to  put  David  to  death.  —  34.  And  fonathan  rose  from  the 
table  in  hot  wrath  and  did  not  eat  bread  on  the  second  day  of  the 
month  because  his  father  had  reviled  hwi\  the  result  of  the  inquiry 
was  not  simply  the  discovery  of  Saul’s  purpose  towards  David,  but 
had  brought  unexpected  insult  to  himself. 

24.  nnSrrSy]  is  probably  right.  The  sitter  at  the  low  Oriental  table  is 
decidedly  above  the  food.  The  Qre  recommends  *?x,  but  the  change  is  un¬ 
necessary.  ©  seems  to  have  found  jnSii'n  hy. —  25.  I’pn  3CUD-Sn]  is  rendered 
by  7 rapa  rbv  to?xov  ©l,  and  "vpn  hs  is  quite  sufficient.  —  2p'i]  why  Jonathan 
should  stand  while  the  others  sit  is  not  clear,  ical  npolcpOcarzv  @B,  Kal  irpoeipOa- 
aev  avriv  point  to  mp,  cf.  2  S.  228  2  K.  1932,  which  means  to  confront, 
generally  in  a  hostile  sense,  but  not  necessarily  so,  Ps.  214.  The  reading 
cipn  in  this  place,  suggested  first  (so  far  as  I  know)  by  Ewald,  G  k/3.  III. 
m,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  80,  is  now  generally  adopted.  —  26.  mpn]  various  accidents 
might  make  one  ritually  unclean. —  nna  is  tautological.  The  pointing 

"mb,  suggested  by  (We.),  relieves  the  difficulty  to  a  certain  extent  only, 
but  seems  the  best  we  can  do.  — 27.  uem  BHnn  mrcs]  is  impossible.  We 
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must  have  either  tsnnn  mmr,  or  else  u»n  orn.  ©  has  both,  inserting  ovci. 
Probably  the  original  was  only  trim  mriDE. —  DnSn]  for  the  table,  as  in  v.24. — 
28.  Sxrj  implies  an  urgent  request.  —  nn1?  I  cannot  persuade 

myself  that  the  sentence  is  complete  without  a  verb  such  as  is  supplied  by  ©L 
Spa/ueiv,  or  ©B  w opevdrjvai,  or  by  K  L’i'DL’,  though  the  difference  may  show 
that  the  translators  did  not  have  either  one  in  the  text;  yi1?  seems  to  be  the 
simplest.  After  Bethlehem  ©£  add  his  city.  —  29.  rm  turn]  the  unusual 
order  is  perhaps  due  to  an  error.  ©  seems  to  have  read  simply  ran. — 
nxixi]  expressing  the  purpose  of  the  request  should  be  pointed  rmist.  — 
30.  nmcn  my:J  is  made  up  of  two  words  otherwise  unheard  of.  Lagarde 
(Mittheil,  I.  p.  236  f.)  makes  the  best  of  the  present  text,  which  might  mean 
one  gone  astray  from  discipline.  It  seems  better  however,  on  the  basis  of  <3, 
to  restore  my:  (or  my:)  instead  of  my:.  Only,  as  a  man  cannot  be  the  son 
of  more  than  one  woman,  the  plural  of  (5  is  not  allowable.  The  natural 
phrase  would  be  rvnfa  my:.  A  reflection  on  the  chastity  of  Jonathan’s  mother 
is  evidently  intended,  and  ma  is  used  of  Israel’s  rebellion  against  Yahweh  (and 
adultery  with  other  gods),  showing  that  it  would  convey  such  a  reflection.  If 
my:  is  original,  we  might  suppose  nmcn  to  be  a  gloss  intended  to  explain 
its  meaning  —  son  of  perverseness  would  fit  the  sense.  —  pS  nr.x  inn]  the  verb 
does  not  go  with  the  preposition;  ©  points  to  inn  or  inn  (adopted  by  Th.  ah). 
—  31.  qnmSai  nnti]  the  nnx  does  not  agree  well  with  the  meaning  of  the  verb. 
It  is  lacking  in  ©AB,  and  has  evidently  come  in  by  the  error  of  a  scribe,  who 
in  writing  pn  took  it  for  the  second  person,  and  naturally  put  down  n.iN  as  its 
subject.  Saul  was  not  afraid  for  Jonathan  personally,  but  for  his  succession  to 
the  throne.  —  niD'p]  already  he  is  marked  out  by  death  as  one  of  its  chil¬ 
dren,  cf.  mo  tmN,  1  K.  220. —  33.  San]  as  in  the  earlier  case  (1811)  should 
probably  be  pointed  Van,  eirrjpev  ©AB.  —  ton  n^c]  the  lack  of  agreement  is 
obvious.  ©  reads  as  in  vv.7- 9.  But  the  particular  evil  is  here  defined  in  the 
clause  nvnx  mcnV  It  will  be  sufficient  therefore  to  correct  ton  nSa  to  nrSr, 
with  We.  al.  —  34.  '1~1N  3Xy:  ’d]  is  lacking  in  ©B,  and  is  unnecessary.  The 
wrath  was  fully  accounted  for  by  Saul’s  insulting  language.  —  isSan]  aure re- 
Aecre v  eV’  auTov  ©B  has  arisen  under  the  influence  of  nnSr,  above.  Here  the 
absolute  l'Sy  n^p  seems  harsh,  and  JtJ  is  to  be  retained. 

35-39.  The  warning  given.  —  As  already  agreed  upon,  Jonathan 
acquaints  David  of  his  danger.  On  the  next  morning :  Jonathan 
came  into  the  field  to  the  rendezvous  with  David,  and  as  agreed,  he 
brought  a  young  lad  with  him.  —  36.  Jonathan  starts  the  boy  to 
find  an  arrow,  and  then,  while  he  is  running,  shoots  another  to  flv 
beyond  him.  —  37.  So  when  the  lad  came  to  the  place  of  the  [first] 
arrow  which  Jonathan  had  shot,  Jonathan  cried  after  the  lad  and 
said:  Is  not  the  arrow  beyond  thee  ?]  this  is  in  exact  accordance 
with  the  agreement  as  worded  above.  —  38.  Jonathan  gives  an 
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additional  message :  Hasten  quickly,  do  not  stop !  The  words 
spoken  to  the  boy  were  intended  for  David’s  ear.  So  Jonathan's 
lad  gathered  the  arrows  and  brought  them  to  his  master.  —  39.  The 
writer  reminds  us  that  the  lad  did  not  know  anything  of  the  real 
matter  in  hand,  but  only  Jonathan  and  David  knew  it.  This  was 
evidently  the  conclusion  of  the  incident,  except  that  he  added 
what  we  now  find  in  211:  David  rose  from  the  place  where  he 
was  concealed  and  departed ,  while  Jonathan  came  into  the  city. 

35.  -ijnn1?]  the  appointment  naturally  included  both  place  and  time.— 

36.  C'i'nn]  is  to  be  corrected  to  the  singular  as  above.  Jonathan  shot  a 
single  arrow,  and  while  the  lad  was  running  for  it,  he  shot  wnrrnN,  the  par¬ 
ticular  arrow  on  which  so  much  depended,  so  as  to  pass  beyond  the  boy.  — 

37.  tnSn]  the  whole  line  from  this  word  to  ljun  in  the  next  verse  has  fallen 
out  of  (§L.  Possibly  it  made  just  a  line  in  some  early  manuscript.  A  part  of 
the  omission  is  supplied  however  after  the  word  arris  =  myn. —  38.  mnn 
ntnn]  cf.  Driver’s  note.  —  ’Snn  Ktl\  to  be  read  as  a  plural  ( Qre ).  —  ton] 
should  be  pointed  iOT»i  with  and  the  margin  of  B. 

40-42.  The  verses  give  the  account  of  a  final  interview,  with 
renewed  expressions  of  affection.  They  stultify  the  whole  preced¬ 
ing  account,  however,  and  must  be  regarded  as  an  interpolation. 
If  it  was  so  dangerous  for  Jonathan  and  David  to  be  seen  together 
before  Saul’s  mind  was  fully  known,  it  was  more  so  after  the  open 
breach  between  him  and  his  son.  Jonathan’s  return  to  the  city 
without  his  arms,  after  sending  back  the  lad,  would  be  an  invita¬ 
tion  to  suspicion.  The  interview  is  moreover  without  a  purpose. 
The  solemn  agreement  had  been  made.  The  leave  had  been 
taken.  Two  seasoned  warriors  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  so 
little  steadiness  of  purpose  that  they  must  have  one  more  embrace, 
even  at  the  risk  of  their  lives.  For  these  reasons  we  must  regard 
the  paragraph  as  no  part  of  the  narrative  just  considered.  Nor 
does  it  agree  with  any  earlier  part  of  the  book.  Its  allusions  to 
what  took  place  in  w.35"39  are  unmistakable.  We  must  therefore 
regard  it  as  an  editorial  expansion,  pure  and  simple. 

40.  The  first  thing  is  to  get  rid  of  the  boy,  and  he  is  therefore 
sent  with  Jonathan’s  weapons  to  the  city.  —  41.  David  then  arose 
Jrom  the  side  oj  the  stone  heap ]  mentioned  above  as  his  hiding- 
place,  and  Jell  with  his  Jace  to  the  ground,  and  prostrated  himselj 
three  times ]  the  occasion  would  not  seem  to  admit  of  such  exag- 
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gerated  politeness.  —  And  each  kissed  his  friend  and  each  wept 
with  his  friend  until  .  .  .]  a  point  of  time  seems  to  have  been 
given,  but  is  not  now  discoverable.  —  42.  Jonathan  dismisses 
David  with  a  reminder  of  their  covenant :  As  to  what  we  two 
have  sworn,  in  the  name  of  Yahweh,  Yahweh  will  be  between  me 
and  thee,  and  between  my  seed  and  thy  seed  forever.  The  Bedawy 
also  says  :  There  is  none  between  us  but  Allah  (Doughty,  I.  p.  267). 

XXI.  1.  As  already  remarked,  this  verse  is  the  conclusion  of 
this  narrative,  and  must  have  stood  after  20s9. 

40.  N'lin]  is  lacking  in  and  is  in  fact  superfluous.  —  41.  3.nn  Ssno] 
from  the  side  of  the  South  Country  is  of  course  impossible.  Read  tuiNn  Sxnd 
corresponding  to  the  emendation  in  v.19  (so  <3,  and  5  also  has  Nfl’p  np  jo 
here).  —  Snjn  Tmjfj  until  David  exceeded  (EV).  But  why  David’s  vic¬ 
tory  in  so  curious  a  contest  should  be  mentioned  is  impossible  to  conceive. 
<3  has  nothing  to  represent  "0",  so  that  We.  proposes  hun  t";  but  this 
nowhere  means  a  great  deal ,  which  is  the  only  sense  we  can  give  it  here. 
Kl.  rightly  remarks  that  what  we  expect  is  a  point  of  time,  and  proposes 
hru  or  iy,  which  however  does  not  seem  sustained  by  usage.  —  42.  hcn1?] 
is  the  erroneous  insertion  of  a  scribe  who  supposed  the  words  of  the  oath 
were  to  follow.  —  XXI.  1.  opu]  the  subject  seems  necessary,  and  David  is 
correctly  added  by  (5. 


XXX.-XXVI.  David  an  outlaw  captain. 

XXL  2-10.  David  comes  to  Nob,  where  his  appearance 
startles  the  priest.  He  excuses  his  lack  of  provision  and  of 
followers,  and  receives  the  sacred  bread  and  also  the  sword 
of  Goliath. 

The  brief  narrative  is  well  told.  The  natural  question  is  whether 
it  fits  on  to  any  of  the  preceding  sections.  The  surprise  of  the 
priest  indicates  that  David  was  accustomed  to  travel  with  a 
retinue.  This  is  appropriate  for  a  man  who  had  attained  promi¬ 
nence  as  a  captain,  and  who  had  become  the  king’s  son-in-law. 
The  condition  in  which  he  presents  himself — without  weapons 
and  without  food  —  is  unusual,  even  for  the  ordinary  traveller. 
This  is  inconsistent,  not  only  with  David’s  usual  course,  but  even 
with  the  representations  of  the  chapter  just  studied.  For  in  that 
chapter  David  had  ample  time  to  furnish  himself  for  the  flight 
which  he  suspected  would  be  necessary.  The  condition  in  which 


XX.  4I-XXI.  4 


197 


he  appears  before  the  priest  is  the  natural  sequel  of  only  one 
preceding  section,  and  that  is  the  one  where  David  is  hastily  let 
down  through  the  window  of  his  house  at  a  time  when  guards 
were  already  posted,  when  there  might  be  danger  in  the  gleam 
or  clash  of  weapons,  and  when  in  the  sudden  terror,  bread  would 
not  be  thought  of.  These  reasons  seem  to  justify  the  connexion 
immediately  with  1917. 

2.  The  verse  connects  well  with  1917  or  191811,  which  may  be 
the  original :  And  David  fled  and  escaped  the  night  of  his  wed¬ 
ding,  and  came  to  Nob,  to  Ahimelech  the  priest ]  Nob  was  a  sanct¬ 
uary,  as  is  evident  from  the  continuation  of  this  account.  It 
was  within  the  immediate  jurisdiction  of  Saul,  or  he  could  not 
have  dealt  with  it  so  summarily.  A  town  of  the  name  is  located 
in  Benjamin  by  Nehemiah  (n32),  and  the  same  is  intended  by 
Isaiah  in  his  picture  of  the  progress  of  an  invading  enemy  from 
the  north  (Is.  io32).  From  the  latter  passage,  we  learn  that  the 
town  was  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Jerusalem.  This  situation 
would  answer  all  the  needs  of  our  passage.  David  would  natu¬ 
rally  make  his  way  southward  from  Gibeah  so  as  to  reach  his  own 
clan.  He  would  stop  for  supplies  at  the  first  town  in  which  he 
might  have  friends.  Nob  lay  immediately  on  the  way  to  Beth¬ 
lehem,  and  in  his  flight  (late  at  night)  he  would  reach  it  by  the 
early  dawn.  Ahimelech  the  priest  came  trembling  to  meet  David. 
In  164  the  Sheikhs  of  Bethlehem  tremble  at  the  spiritual  autocrat. 
Here  the  priest  takes  the  same  attitude  in  presence  of  the  secular 
authority.  The  difference  in  the  point  of  view  is  obvious.  The 
priest  is  surprised  at  the  way  in  which  David  comes.  —  Why  art 
thou  alone,  and  no  man  with  thee  ?]  the  evident  implication  is, 
that  David  was  usually  accompanied  by  an  escort.  —  3.  David 
invents  an  excuse,  to  the  effect  that  he  is  on  a  pressing  errand 
from  the  king,  and  one  that  requires  secrecy :  The  king  com¬ 
manded  me  a  matter  to-day,  and  said  to  me :  Let  710  man  know 
anything  of  the  matter  upon  which  I  setid  thee']  the  natural  infer¬ 
ence  is  that  he  must  not  attract  attention  by  travelling  with  a 
company.  He  intimates  however  that  the  troops  had  a  rendezvous 
appointed  :  And  the  young  men  I  have  appointed  to  7tieet  me  at 
a  certain  place. — 4.  The  haste  of  the  departure  is  pleaded  as  a 
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reason  for  asking  provision  :  And  now  if  there  be  within  thy  reach 
five  loaves  of  bread ’  give  it  me,  or  whatever  may  be  at  hand.  — 
5.  The  priest’s  objection  to  giving  what  bread  he  has,  is :  There 
is  no  common  bread  within  my  reach,  though  there  is  sacred  bread~\ 
the  latter,  being  consecrated,  must  be  handled  by  consecrated 
persons  only.  This  did  not  originally  mean  that  only  the  priests 
could  eat  it.  Like  the  sacrifices,  it  could  probably  be  eaten  by 
worshippers  duly  prepared  liturgically.  As  a  safeguard,  such  per¬ 
sons  usually  partook  of  the  consecrated  food  within  or  near  the 
sanctuary.  But  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  in  the  nature  of 
things  why  it  should  not  be  taken  away,  if  only  proper  care  was 
exercised.  —  If  only  the  young  men  have  kept  themselves  from 
woman ]  they  might  eat  it,  is  the  natural  conclusion  of  the  sen¬ 
tence.  As  is  abundantly  clear  from  the  Pentateuchal  legislation, 
as  well  as  from  Arabic  usage,  the  sexual  act  renders  one  unfit  for 
any  sacred  ceremony  until  the  proper  purification  has  been  under¬ 
gone. —  6.  The  obscurity  of  David’s  reply  is  probably  due  to  our 
ignorance  of  the  author’s  conception  of  holy  and  profane.  In 
any  case  he  gives  assurance  on  the  particular  point  of  inquiry  : 
But  women  have  been  kept  from  us  as  always  when  1  go  on  an 
expedition.  As  war  was  a  sacred  work,  abstinence  from  everything 
profane  was  David’s  habit  in  all  his  campaigns.  —  And  the  arms 
of  the  young  men  were  consecrated ]  at  starting,  as  we  suppose 
was  the  custom  in  Israel,  from  the  expression  consecrate  war, 
Ter.  64  Mic.  3s.  David  makes  his  assurances  so  strong  that  he 
even  says  (to  all  appearance)  that  if  the  bread  were  common 
bread,  it  would  become  consecrated  by  contact  with  the  conse¬ 
crated  vessel  in  which  he  proposed  to  carry  it.  The  exact  words 
in  which  he  originally  embodied  this  declaration  are  unfortunately 
lost  to  us.  —  7.  The  plea  was  effectual,  and  the  priest  gave  him  con¬ 
secrated  [food]  for  there  was  no  bread  there  except  bread  of  the 
presence  removed  from  before  Yahweh,  to  place  hot  bread  there,  the 
day  it  was  taken  away.  According  to  later  custom  this  was  done 
once  a  week,  Lev.  24s. — 8.  The  verse  is  evidently  designed  to 
prepare  for  Doeg’s  betrayal  of  David  later,  22s.  Some  have  there¬ 
fore  supposed  it  to  be  an  interpolation.  But  the  later  passage  seems 
to  presuppose  this  one.  Doeg  the  Edomite,  who  is  described  as 
Saul's  muleherd,  was  kept  at  the  sanctuary  by  some  religious  (cere- 
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monial)  obligation. —  9.  David  asks  further  for  spear  or  sword 
since  he  has  left  his  own  weapons  behind  :  For  the  king's  business 
zvas  urgent ]  is  his  pretext.  — 10.  The  priest  tells  of  the  sword 
of  Goliath,  whom  thou  didst  slay  in  the  valley  of  Elali\  the  lan¬ 
guage  is  used  to  indicate  that  David  had  a  better  title  to  the 
sword  than  had  any  one  else.  It  had  been  deposited  by  David 
in  the  sanctuary,  and  was  now  wrapped  in  a  mantel,  behind  the 
ephod' ]  the  last  phrase  is  omitted  by  (®,  perhaps  because  of  dis¬ 
like  of  the  ephod,  which  here  cannot  be  a  garment  or  a  breast¬ 
plate.  At  David’s  desire,  the  sword  is  given  him. 

2.  njj]  with  an  unusual  form  of  the  (locative)  accusative  ending,  Ges.26, 
9°  i\  Stade,  132  (p.  102).  Jerome  (according  to  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  198)  locates 
Nob  in  the  vicinity  of  Lydda.  But  there  would  seem  to  he  no  reason  why 
David  should  go  westward,  and  into  the  country  of  the  Philistines.  Perhaps 
Jerome  was  moved  by  the  following  account  of  David’s  coming  to  Achish. 
But  that  is  from  a  different  document.  The  same  line  of  argument  is  followed 
by  Schm.  (p.  719  f.)  to  refute  those  who  suppose  David  to  have  fled  across  the 
Jordan  to  n2j  (cf.  Jd.  811).  —  qSo'nN]  There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  the 
second  half  of  the  name  is  one  of  the  names  of  Yahweh  cf.  Moore  on  Jd.  831. 
We  find  an  runs-,  143,  who  officiated  as  Saul’s  priest,  and  he  is  probably  the 
same  with  our  Ahimelech.  (§AB  has  Abimelech  here.  —  in  nsnpi]  (§AB  reads 
ir> Nip?,  which  would  be  natural  —  but  on  that  very  account  Jf}  must  be  taken 
to  be  original. —  3.  pnn  th^nN1?]  ©AB  has  jro1?  simply.  — 121]  ©  adds 
( Trifxepoi which  is  appropriate  and  forcible.  The  day  began  with  the  evening. 
The  command  being  received  at  or  after  sundown,  to  be  carried  out  at  once 
would  plausibly  explain  David’s  appearance  in  the  early  morning  at  Nob.  — 
nniND]  seems  to  be  omitted  by  (®AB.  With  the  negative  it  has  the  force  of 
at  all — here  let  no  man  know  at  all  of  the  matter,  Ges.20,  137  c.  —  •pnrs  tcni] 
is  redundant  — perhaps  a  scribe’s  expansion.  —  'nyn']  might  possibly  be  a 
Poel  form  (Ges.26,  55  b;  Stade,  465).  But  the  meaning  is  not  so  good  as  if 
we  had  'my',  which  should  probably  be  restored;  (3  5ia/xe/j.apTvpr]Jaai  points  to 
'myn,  which  was  read  as  if  from  *tiy.  But  the  form  might  equally  be  from 
iy\  If  the  original  reading  were  '.my'  it  might  give  rise  to  both  ',?yii'  and 
'myn.  Kl.  proposes  'myu,  Ex.  2942  Job  211.  —  'JdSn  'jSd]  2  K.  68.  ■ —  4.  i^'tid] 
does  not  consist  with  the  definite  number  of  loaves  asked  for.  We  are 
compelled  therefore  to  read  b>'_dn  with  (SLA,  ei  elaiv  (el  has  dropped  out 
of  ©B  owing  to  its  resemblance  to  the  beginning  of  the  next  word). — 
NiTjn  in]  is  a  concise  way  of  saying,  or  %vhatever  thou  canst  find.  —  5.  in] 
is  the  opposite  of  enp.  Of  course  we  cannot  judge  the  act  of  Ahimelech  by 
the  later  legislation  which  commanded  that  the  bread  of  the  presence  should 
be  eaten  by  the  priests  only,  and  only  in  the  sanctuary,  Lev.  249.  There  is  no 
evidence  in  this  narrative  that  the  priest  did  not  take  all  the  precautions 
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necessary.  —  nnn-,?x"|  the  Sx  is  probably  erroneous  duplication  of  the  preced¬ 
ing  Sri.  —  6.  Confessedly  a  difficult  verse,  and  one  in  which  the  versions  give 
us  little  help.  For  the  religious  ideas  which  lie  at  the  basis  of  David’s  assur¬ 
ances,  cf.  WRS.  Religion  of  the  Semites,  pp.  365,  436.  —  as’Su’  Sons]  cannot 
mean  that  the  privation  has  lasted  three  days  (AV.,  cf.  RV.),  nor  that  it  has 
lasted  about  three  days  which  would  have  been  differently  expressed.  It 
expresses  a  comparison :  as  yesterday  and  the  day  before ,  i.  <?.,  as  in  former 
times.  David  claims  that  his  custom  has  always  been  to  take  care  for  ritual 
purity  on  all  his  expeditions  and  that  this  is  no  exception.  —  vmi]  must  carry 
on  the  description  of  what  took  place  at  the  start :  Women  were  taboo  .  .  . 
and  the  equipments  of  the  yoiuig  men  were  consecrated.  This  fully  meets  the 
priest’s  scruples,  and  is  emphasized  in  what  follows.  —  Sn  yn  xini]  is  unin¬ 
telligible.  David  can  hardly  mean  that  he  is  upon  a  peaceable  (and  therefore 
common)  journey,  for  this  is  aside  from  the  main  purpose.  There  seems  to  be 
no  way  of  fitting  the  clause  into  the  context,  and  the  text  is  probably  unsound. 
From  the  clause  which  follows,  we  conclude  that  David  meant  to  say  that  even 
common  bread  would  become  consecrated  by  contact  with  the  already  conse¬ 
crated  vessels  of  his  followers.  Possibly  the  change  of  311  to  un  might 
enable  us  to  get  this  meaning :  Sn  tin  xim  =  and  were  it  a  common  thing, 
nevertheless  it  would  become  consecrated  in  the  vessel  (in  which  it  will  be  car¬ 
ried)  cf.  which  favours  this  construction,  though  it  retains  “pt.  —  '3  3x1] 
would  probably  bear  the  construction  just  suggested;  (HB  seems  to  have  read 
n  only,  while  (§L  neglects  the  words  altogether.  —  Sia  ra  <tk(vt]  /j.ov  (3 

perhaps  gives  the  original  meaning.  —  7.  □nDinn]  the  plural  is  probably  due  to 
the  accretion  of  a  D  from  the  beginning  of  the  next  word  (We.).  —  8.  txyj]  as 
the  root  is  used  above  for  that  which  is  religiously  forbidden  (taboo),  we  may 
suspect  that  it  means  here,  kept  by  a  taboo,  or  in  accordance  with  later  custom, 
kept  by  a  vow  (so  Schm.  who  compares  the  law  of  the  Nazirite,  Num.  6,  but 
this  does  not  require  a  sojourn  in  the  sanctuary).  —  D’jnn  vlfxuv  Tas 

71/ul6vous  ©  is  restored  by  Lagarde  (BN.  p.  45,  note)  as  □npn  b'nx,  and  as 
■pun  is  not  used  of  a  chief,  the  latter  (which  is  the  more  difficult  reading) 
should  probably  be  adopted.  Graetz  suggests  D'Xin  ton  (Gesch.  der  fuden, 
I.  183),  adopted  by  Dr.,  Bu.,  Ki.  — 9.  pxi]  The  form  px  occurs 

nowhere  else.  The  punctuators  wished  to  distinguish  it  from  px  and  perhaps 
to  identify  it  with  OX.  ©  has  ISe  ei  imiv  eoraoda,  which  We.  supposes  to  indi¬ 
cate  ns  c’>n  nxn,  though  he  finds  the  interchange  of  n  and  :  unusual.  As  the 
two  letters  are  not  unlike  in  the  old  alphabet  we  need  not  deny  the  possibility 
of  one  being  mistaken  for  the  other.  But  if  the  original  were  dx  we  may 
suppose  ©  to  have  avoided  the  aposiopesis  by  inserting  ISe.  I  had  already 
suspected  the  original  to  be  ns  tr  1x1,  and  where  is  there,  before  I  saw  Klos- 
termann’s  conjecture  to  the  same  effect.  It  is  to  this  question  that  Ahimelech 
replies.  —  pm]  a  supposed  passive  participle  from  pm.  Kl.  conjectures 
y-inj,  decisive,  strict,  Dan.  92G.  More  probable  is  fix:  (from  fix),  or  trim. 
— 10.  The  Valley  of  Elah  is  a  reference  to  172  or  to  the  original  account 
from  which  that  has  been  expanded.  —  ntaiS]  is  the  passive  participle. _ 
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•1!?]  is  pointed  in  many  editions  nn  but  this  is  incorrect.  At  the  end  of  the 
verse  add  /cal  eSoiKev  aiiT^v  avrrS  (§■ 


11-16.  David  at  the  court  of  Achish.  —  David  escapes  to  the 
court  of  Achish  king  of  Gath.  There  he  becomes  an  object  of 
suspicion,  and  feigns  madness,  whereby  he  preserves  his  life,  and 
is  allowed  to  go. 

The  paragraph  is  fitted  into  the  narrative  so  that  it  seems  to 
follow  naturally  on  the  preceding.  On  closer  inspection  we  see 
that  it  does  not.  The  opening  verse  indicates  that  David’s  flight 
was  directly  from  the  presence  of  Saul.  In  the  presence  of  the 
Gittites,  moreover,  it  would  be  an  insane  thing  to  carry  the  sword 
of  Goliath.  The  linguistic  marks  of  so  short  a  piece  are  scarcely 
sufficient  to  identify  it.  It  may  be  conjectured  however  that  it 
originally  followed  the  account  of  David’s  sojourn  at  Rarnah 
(icy*). 

11.  Achish  king  of  Gath  is  the  same  who  was  David’s  overlord 
in  his  later  career.  The  present  account  seems  to  be  an  attempt 
to  explain  away  the  facts  of  history.  — 12.  The  servants  (that  is, 
officers)  of  Achish  arouse  his  suspicions :  Is  not  this  David,  the 
king  of  the  land .?]  the  conception  of  the  author  who  could  put 
the  question  into  the  mouth  of  the  Philistines  at  this  date  is 
naively  unhistorical.  Was  it  not  to  this  man  that  they  sang  in- 
dances  saying :  Saul  has  slain  his  thousands  and  David  his  ten 
thousands  ?  It  is  curious  however  that  Goliath’s  fellow-citizens 
should  not  adduce  the  death  of  their  hero  as  a  part  of  the  charge 
against  David.  — 13,  14.  As  David  reflected  on  these  words  he 
feared,  and  disguised  his  understanding,  and  raved  in  their  hands, 
and  drummed  on  the  doors,  and  let  his  spittle  run  down  upon  his 
beard ]  all  signs  of  a  maniac.  Ewald  cites  the  similar  behaviour 
of  Ulysses,  and  of  Arabic  and  Persian  heroes ;  Schm.  mentions 
Brutus  and  Solon.  — 15,  16.  The  king  has  no  relish  for  this  sort 
of  company  :  You  see  a  7nadman,  but  why  should  you  bring  him  to 
me  ?  Am  1  in  lack  of  madmen  that  you  should  bring  this  to  rave 
at  me?  Shall  this  come  into  my  house?  From  the  implied 
assertion  that  Achish  already  had  madmen  enough,  some  have 
imagined  that  the  members  of  his  household  were  thus  afflicted 
(Schm.  p.  719,  who  cites  no  authorities). 
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11-16.  The  opening  verse  :  David  rose  and  fled  that  day  from  the  presence 
of  Saul,  points  to  something  earlier  than  the  interview  with  Ahimelech.  This 
verse,  if  originally  following  that  interview,  should  read:  And  David  went 
thence.  That  the  general  style  of  this  section  is  similar  to  that  of  I918-24  is 
indicated  by  Bu.,  who  prints  the  two  in  the  same  colour.  I  venture  to  think 
the  point  of  view  the  same.  In  both,  David  is  delivered  without  the  aid  of 
his  prowess.  Providence  is  his  guide  in  both,  and  his  escape,  really  miracu¬ 
lous  in  one  case,  is  little  short  of  that  in  the  other.  And  if  that  account 
shows  resemblance  to  161"14  by  the  position  it  gives  Samuel,  this  betrays  a  sim¬ 
ilar  connexion  by  calling  David  king  of  the  land.  — 11.  !P'3N]  'Ayx°^s  ©• 
— 12.  loSso  and  12313  are  written  as  in  187.  — 14.  wi]  the  form  has 
perhaps  preserved  the  original  third  radical.  Else,  it  is  a  clerical  error  for 
rW'i  or  ]3>ii  (Stade,  493  a;  Ges.26,  60  o',  75  bb).  The  verb  is  used  of  chang¬ 
ing  one’s  clothes,  2  K.  2529,  and  in  the  Ilithpael,  of  disguising  one’s  self, 
1  K.  142.  opts  is  the  taste  or  flavour  of  a  thing,  applied  figuratively  to  the 
character  of  a  nation  (Moab),  Jer.  4811,  and  to  the  understanding  of  a  person, 
1  S.  2538.  The  difficulty  with  the  phrase  here  used  (and  in  the  form  l.nrc’a 
lajnaviN  Ps.  341  dependent  on  this  passage)  is  that  one  does  not  change  his 
understanding  as  he  does  his  clothes.  This  is  felt  by  (3  which  renders  «al 
IjAAoiWei'  rb  irpSaanrov  avrov.  It  is  impossible  to  prefer  this  to  the  more 
difficult  reading  of  pf,  but  there  is  reason  to  suppose  the  obscurity  due  to 
early  corruption  of  the  text.  The  exegetical  feeling  of  Schmidt  (who  adheres, 
of  course,  to  the  Massoretic  text)  leads  him  to  see  that  the  change  of  one’s 
understanding  is  attributable  to  God  alone.  In  fact,  it  is  possible  that  God 
(or  Yahweh)  was  the  original  subject  here,  so  that  the  parallel  with  the  deliv¬ 
erance  at  Ramah  was  once  more  striking  than  it  now  is.  —  SSnn'i]  either 
feigned  himself  mad,  or  raved  under  the  influence  of  fear,  Jer.  2516.  The 
next  clause  has  a  double  translation  in  @. — 1,111]  vn'i  Qre,  is  supposed  to 
mean  make  marks,  as  we  say  scribble.  But  @  ica  1  tTv/u.-irdefev  renders  7.111,  as 
was  pointed  out  by  Cappellus,  Critica  Sacra,  p.  261.  Possibly  in'i  is  only 
a  phonetic  spelling  of  7ml,  Ew.  G  VIs.  III.  p.  116,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  83.  — 15.  njn] 
one  is  tempted  to  restore  Ji  —  if  you  see  a  madman,  why  should  you  bring 
him  to  me?  —  pnc’D  P'n]  cannot  be  the  man  is  mad  (AV.,  cf.  RV.),  but  the 
words  must  be  the  object  of  the  verb.  — 16.  iDn]  probably  originally  iDnn 
(Kl.).  —  nrnt<]  used  in  contempt  as  io27. —  ’Sji]  implies  that  the  experience 
was  burdensome  to  him. 

XXII.  1-XXVI.  25.  David  as  an  outlaw.  — The  various  locali¬ 
ties  in  which  he  hid  himself  are  mentioned,  and  the  failure  of  Saul 
to  seize  him  is  shown.  We  have  duplicate  accounts  of  David’s 
sparing  Saul  when  he  had  him  in  his  power.  There  are  also  other 
indications  of  compilation.  But  the  separation  of  the  documents 
is  difficult,  owing  to  the  nature  of  the  material.  In  any  case,  the 
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narrative  consists  of  a  string  of  adventures,  each  of  which  forms  a 
unit  of  itself. 

XXII.  1-5.  David  collects  a  troop  of  followers,  and  brings  his 
father  and  mother  into  a  place  of  safety.  —  1.  The  opening  words 
would  connect  fairly  well  with  211  2110  or  2116.  From  the  general 
tone  of  the  narrative,  they  agree  better  with  211  than  with  the 
others.  After  the  signal  given  by  Jonathan,  therefore,  David  went, 
as  was  most  natural,  to  his  own  clan,  where  he  found  safety  in  the 
stronghold  of  Adullam ]  the  cave ,  which  has  become  traditional, 
originated  in  the  error  of  a  scribe.  Adulla?n  is  one  of  the 
Canaanite  towns  whose  kings  are  said  to  have  been  conquered 
by  Joshua,  Jos.  1215.  It  is  mentioned  in  the  Shephela,  between 
Jarmuth  and  Shocoh,  Jos.  1535;  in  2  Chr.  117  it  comes  in  immedi¬ 
ate  connexion  with  Shocoh,  and  in  Neh.  n30  it  is  one  of  the 
towns  of  Judah.  These  indications  point  to  a  location  on  the 
western  edge  of  Judah  and  favour  the  identification  with  the  pres¬ 
ent  Aid-el-Ma  (' Id-el- Mije ,  Buhl),  twelve  miles  west  by  south  from 
Bethlehem.  The  Judahite  warrior  probably  already  had  friends 
there,  and  he  was  joined  by  his  own  clan.  With  David  outlawed 
they  would  not  be  safe.  —  2.  In  possession  of  a  stronghold,  he 
soon  became  head  of  a  band  of  soldiers  or  bandits :  There  gath¬ 
ered  to  him  all  the  oppressed ]  those  rendered  desperate  by  the 
demands  of  their  masters,  and  every  one  who  had  a  creditor ]  a 
brutal  exactor  of  debts  who  would  not  hesitate  to  sell  the  debtor’s 
family  into  slavery,  2K.41;  and  every  embittered  man ]  according 
to  30®  men  who  were  angry  because  of  some  grievance.  The  case 
of  David  is  similar  to  that  of  Jephthah  (Jd.  x  i3) .  The  energetic 
man  who  is  outlawed  easily  gathers  such  a  force.  They  numbered, 
in  David’s  case,  four  hundred  men;  at  a  later  stage  of  the  history 
we  find  six  hundred,  309.  —  3,  4.  The  verses  are  an  interpolation, 
or  at  least  from  a  different  source.  They  tell  how  David  entrusted 
his  father  and  his  mother  to  the  king  of  Moab.  The  account  has 
been  found  plausible  on  the  ground  that  Ruth  the  Moabitess  was 
an  ancestress  of  David.  But  the  fact  that  a  young  woman  had 
married  into  the  tribe  of  Judah,  renouncing  her  own  gods  and 
leaving  her  father’s  house,  would  constitute  a  precarious  title  for 
her  great-grandson  in  claiming  protection.  The  Mizpeh  of  Moab 
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here  mentioned  is  not  named  again  and  cannot  be  identified.  On 
the  reading  of  David’s  request  —  Let  my  father  and  my  mother 
dwell  with  thee  —  see  the  critical  note.  —  5.  The  unexpected 
introduction  of  Gad  the  prophet  shows  that  the  verse  is  by  a 
different  hand  from  the  one  that  wrote  L2,  and  from  the  one  that 
wrote  3  4.  The  purpose  for  which  he  comes  is  to  warn  David  not 
to  remain  in  Mizpeh,  which  being  foreign  ground  is  unclean,  but 
to  come  to  the  land  of  Judah.  In  consequence  of  this  advice 
David  came  to  the  Wood  of  Her eth.  The  location  is  unknown. 

1.  dSv  mjro]  is  also  found  2  S.  2313  (and  1  Chr.  n15,  which  is  dependent 
upon  it).  In  both  cases,  the  word  is  followed  by  a  reference  not  to  a  m>'D 
but  to  a  msa  (cf.  v.4).  On  this  account  We.’s  correction  to  msa  here  and  in 
2  S.  2318  is  now  generally  accepted,  cf.  2314.  A  cave  might  also  be  fortified 
as  a  stronghold,  as  were  the  caves  in  Galilee  in  the  time  of  Herod.  The 
tradition  which  identifies  the  cave  of  Adullam  with  the  immense  cavern  of 
Khareitun  is  traced  to  the  twelfth  century  of  our  era  only  (Baedeker,  Pales¬ 
tine 2,  p.  133).  On  the  name  Adullam  cf.  Lagarde,  BN.  p.  54  (from  'adula,  to 
turn  aside).  —  2.  pwa]  of  the  straits  of  the  inhabitants  of  a  besieged  city, 
Dt.  28s3  Jer.  199. —  3,4.  Of  the  two  theories  concerning  the  relation  of  the 
verses  to  the  Book  of  Ruth,  it  seems  to  me  more  likely  that  these  are  the 
original  than  the  reverse  (cf.  Nestle,  Marg.  p.  14  and  reff.).  The  Rabbinical 
conceit  that  David’s  father,  mother,  and  brothers  were  slain  by  the  Moabites 
after  being  entrusted  to  them  (Schm.  p.  743)  has  no  foundation  in  the  Biblical 
text.  —  xp]  does  not  suit  the  following  22.“  x.  We  should  probably  restore 
22”  as  is  read  by  jS  :  inaneat  3L  might  be  adduced  as  having  the  same  force, 
but  it  probably  goes  back  to  7 ivtadaxrav  <3  which  We.  would  adopt  (appar¬ 
ently  reading  \i') .  (Th.  prefers  either  vm'  or  22”  to  the  reading  of  |§.)  Kl.’s 
attempt  to  retain  xp,  changing  amx  to  D2'7X,  is  opposed  by  the  following  ijr. 

—  D3PX]  7r apa  ool  @B,  fitra  nov  (S4,  have  the  singular,  which  is  to  be  preferred. 

—  'S_na>jn-nD]  probably  in  the  sense  what  God  will  do  on  my  behalf,  cf.  143 
2580.  —  onm]  pointed  by  the  Massorites  as  though  from  nn:,  read  by  <3  as 
though  from  2m,  is  really  intended  for  cm”,  from  nu  (We.  confirmed  by 
Dr.,  who  cites  S  and  &  in  favour  of  the  reading).  —  misca]  favours  the  read¬ 
ing  rrnsD  above,  jo  however  has  nosca  here  and  in  the  following  verse. — 
5.  Gad  the  prophet  is  so  called  in  only  one  other  passage,  2  S.  2411,  and  there 
the  title  seems  to  be  a  late  insertion.  Elsewhere  he  is  David’s  Seer,  2  S.  2411 
(and  the  parallel  1  Chr.  219),  2  Chr.  2926.  He  belongs  in  the  later  history  but 
not  here.  We  should  at  least  be  told  how  he  came  to  be  with  David.  The 
object  of  his  introduction  is  to  get  David  by  divine  command  from  some  place 
outside  Judah  back  into  his  own  country.  Abiathar  had  not  yet  come  down 
with  the  ephod;  the  oracle  is  therefore  imported  by  a  prophet.  As  Adullam 
was  reckoned  to  Judah  it  is  probable  that  for  nnsDC  here  we  should  read 
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naxca  (Bu.  following  KL).  —  ny]  a  rough  region  covered  with  thickets.  © 
reads  here  14?.  —  rnn]  possibly  an  Aramaizing  form  of  cnn,  2315  (We.  follow¬ 
ing  a  conjecture  of  Ewald,  GVIa.  III.  p.  123).  ©  reads  aapdic  or  aaplx- 

6-23.  The  vengeance  of  Saul  upon  the  priests.  —  Saul  learns 
that  Ahimelech  has  aided  David.  The  priest  is  therefore  sum¬ 
moned  and  questioned.  He  admits  the  act,  but  denies  evil 
intent.  But  Saul  is  not  satisfied  and,  at  his  command,  the  whole 
priestly  clan  is  hewn  down  in  cold  blood.  Only  one  —  Ahime- 
lech’s  son  —  escapes,  perhaps  because  he  was  left  behind  in  the 
journey  to  Gibeah.  He  flees  to  David  with  the  ephod.  David 
receives  him  and  promises  him  protection. 

6-23.  As  the  section  is  plainly  the  sequel  of  2I2-10,  there  is  no  objection  to 
supposing  it  originally  continuous  with  that.  We  must  however  suppose  that 
v.6 7  has  been  fitted  to  the  present  connexion.  In  fact  the  first  half  of  the  verse 
is  irrelevant.  The  fact  that  David  and  his  men  were  know?i  has  nothing  to 
do  with  Saul’s  vengeance  on  the  priests.  The  paragraph  would  be  sufficiently 
introduced  by  6b.  The  object  of  the  author  is  evidently  to  show  how  the 
priestly  oracle  came  to  be  with  David  instead  of  with  Saul. 

6.  And  Saul  heard  that  David  and  his  men  were  known ]  the 
author  does  not  tell  us  how  they  were  made  known,  and  Saul  in 
his  speech  betrays  no  knowledge  of  David’s  whereabouts.  What 
moves  his  wrath  is  that  none  of  his  officers  has  told  him  of  Jona¬ 
than’s  friendship  for  David,  not  that  David  has  recruited  a  force 
of  men.  These  considerations  justify  us  in  making  this  clause  a 
redactional  insertion.  —  Saul  was  sitting  in  Gibeah  under  the 
Tamarisk\  perhaps  a  well-known  tree  like  the  Palm  under  which 
Deborah  sat  to  administer  justice,  Jd.  4s.  The  locality  is  further 
described  as  on  the  Bamah  (according  to  (®)  or  sanctuary.  Here 
he  sat  in  state  with  his  spear  in  his  hand~\  in  place  of  a  sceptre. 
So  the  Argive  kings  and  others  (Sanctius  cited  by  Selim.).- — 

7,  8.  Saul  appeals  to  his  courtiers:  Hear,  O  Benjamites !  The 
son  of  Jesse  also  will  give  you  fields  and  vineyards,  and  will  make 
you  captains  of  thousands  and  captains  of  hundreds  !  an  ironical 
exclamation.  ‘  It  appears  that  you  expect  to  gain  as  much  from 
David  who  is  of  Judah,  as  you  have  already  received  from  me  who 
am  of  your  own  clan  !  ’  The  absurdity  of  such  an  expectation  is 
manifest.  Yet  it  is  only  on  this  ground  that  their  behaviour  can 
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be  explained :  For  all  of  you  have  conspired  against  me,  and  710 
one  tells  77ie  when  my  son  enters  into  a  bo7id  with  the  son  of  Jesse, 
and  none  of  you  has  pity  upon  me  a7id  tells  me  that  my  son  has 
abetted  my  servant  against  me  as  an  enemy,  as  you  see  to  be  the 
case ]  a  good  statement  of  Saul’s  theory,  only  it  is  really  an  accu¬ 
sation  against  Jonathan  rather  than  against  David.  —  9.  The  part 
of  informer  is  taken  by  Doeg  the  Edomite  who  was  standing  by 
the  officers  of  Saul,  though  he  was  not  one  of  the  regular  attend¬ 
ants  at  court.  — 10.  After  telling  that  he  saw  David  come  to  Nob 
he  adds  that  Ahimelech  asked  Yahweh  for  him ]  as  to  the  pros¬ 
perity  of  his  journey.  The  preceding  narrative  says  nothing  of 
this,  but  the  truth  of  the  charge  seems  to  be  admitted  by  Ahime¬ 
lech.  He  tells  also  of  the  provision  given  David,  as  well  as  of 
the  sword  of  Goliath,  though  the  latter  is  thought  to  be  a  later 
insertion. 

6.  D'2»JXi]  should  be  corrected  to  D'liUNm  on  account  of  the  following  nu’x 
(Kl.,  Bu.). — Sa>xn]  evidently  a  tree  of  some  kind.  But  as  the  word  occurs 
only  three  times,  the  species  is  uncertain.  That  this  was  a  sacred  tree  is  not 
improbable.  Kl.  conjectures  that  the  enigmatical  &povpa  of  <§  represents  an 
intentional  substitution  of  nns  the  cursed  for  the  original  name.  —  hdi:)] 
might  be  on  the  height.  But  ©  has  iv  fia/id,  which  is  the  word  for  the  village 
sanctuary  ox  high  place,  cf.  912.  —  7.  U'D'  \J3]  the  plural  of  TD1  p  as  in  Jd. 
1916.  —  m]  Num  etiam  dabit  quem  admodum  ego  feci?  (Schm.)  The  second 
must  be  an  error.  Read  Droi  with  ©B. —  8.  Saul  says  substantially 
the  same  thing  twice  over,  unless  we  suppose  the  two  counts  to  state  progres¬ 
sive  degrees  of  guilt :  Jonathan  first  enters  into  a  close  agreement  with 
David,  and  then  stirs  him  up  to  enmity  against  Saul.  —  nSn]  no  one  is  sick  for 
me  sounds  strangely,  and  we  shall  doubtless  read  Sian,  cf.  2321;  the  emenda¬ 
tion,  suggested  by  Graetz,*  is  now  generally  adopted.  —  O'pn]  is  generally  used 
of  Yahweh’s  raising  up  either  helpers  or  enemies,  cf.  1  K.  II23.  —  anx1?]  is 
rendered  by  ©  both  here  and  v.13  as  though  it  were  3’Xn,  which  is  probably 
to  be  restored.  anx  would  imply  that  David  was  lying  in  wait  for  Saul,  which 
even  Saul’s  fancy  could  hardly  find  probable.  —  run  avo]  implies  that  the 
actual  state  of  things  was  known  to  the  courtiers.  —  9.  ’Dtxn]  6  'S.vpos  ©B.  — 
Sjt  ax:]  is  to  be  interpreted  like  the  similar  phrase  in  v.7.  Doeg,  in  any  case, 
could  not  be  said  to  be  placed  over  the  servants  of  Saul  for  these  an:;  were 
the  high  officials.  ©  reads  here  o  KaSeaTijKlbs  (0  KaBeffTa/uevos')  in l  rds  ripuivovs. 
The  question  comes  whether  we  should  have  an  explanation  of  Doeg’s  office 
or  of  his  presence  at  court.  The  latter  seems  to  be  more  probable.  The 
author  informs  us  that  Doeg  whose  office  would  not  naturally  bring  him  to  the 


*  According  to  Bu.  Books  of  Samuel  (SBOT.),  but  he  gives  no  reference. 
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council  of  state  was  standing  by  the  officers  of  Saul.  This  makes  it  probable 
that  his  office  had  been  described  before,  and  favours  the  originality  of  218. 
h'j  2iu,  it  may  be  remarked,  is  nearly  always  used  of  literal  standing.  — 
10.  nwa  by  means  of  the  sacred  oracle.  That  the  consultation  of 

the  oracle  was  lawful  to  the  king  alone,  is  a  conceit  of  the  Jewish  expositors. 
— 1*7  jru  'n  'j  3"in  nxi]  is  suspicious  from  the  repetition  of  the  words  11?  jnj. 
It  is  therefore  marked  as  secondary  by  Bu.  in  his  text,  and  Co.  agrees  with  him. 
The  verse  is  very  short  however  without  this  clause,  and  the  reference  to  the 
sword  in  v.13  protects  at  least  so  much  here.  Not  impossibly  the  original  had 
only  lS  jru  aim  irrxi. 

11.  Saul  summoned  Ahimelech  and  all  his  clan,  the  priests  who 
were  in  Nob,  and  they  came.  — 12,  13.  At  Saul’s  address,  Ahime¬ 
lech  answers  obediently  :  Here  am  /,  my  Lord !  Saul  then  makes 
his  accusation  :  Why  have  you  conspired  against  me,  thou  and  the 
son  of  Jesse,  in  that  thou  gavest  him  bread  and  a  sword  and  didst 
ask  God  for  him,  that  he  might  stand  against  me  as  an  enemy  as 
is  now  the  case  ?  If  Saul  knew  that  it  was  the  sword  of  Goliath, 
he  would  pretty  certainly  put  the  statement  into  the  accusation. 
— 14.  Ahimelech’s  answer  is  a  defence  of  David  :  And  who 
among  all  thy  servants  is  like  David,  trusted,  a?id  the  king's  son- 
in-law,  and  chief  over  thy  subjects,  and  honoured  in  thy  household  ? 
The  panegyric  would  be  little  calculated  to  quiet  Saul’s  anger,  but 
it  shows  Ahimelech’s  honesty  of  intention.  — 15.  Precedent  more¬ 
over  is  on  Ahimelech’s  side  :  Is  this  the  first  time  I  have  asked 
God  for  him  ?  The  fact  is  not  denied,  but  the  intention  of  con¬ 
spiracy  — far  be  it  from  me  !  In  his  consciousness  of  innocence, 
he  prays  that  no  guilt  may  be  laid  to  the  charge  of  himself  or  his 
father’s  house.  That  these  were  under  suspicion  is  manifest  from 
their  being  summoned  before  the  king.  — 16.  To  Ahimelech’s 
protestation  of  ignorance  and  innocence  Saul  replies  only  with  a 
sentence  of  death  on  him  and  his  whole  clan.  *  De  innocentia  tua 
tecum  nolo  disputare,  volo  autem  ut  morte  moriaris ;  haec  mea 
voluntas  est  pro  ratione  ’  (Schm.).  — 17.  Saul  commands  the  run¬ 
ners  standing  about  hbn\  the  body  guard  of  the  king  ran  before 
his  chariot.  They  also  acted  as  executioners.  —  Turn  about  and 
slay  the  priests  of  Yahweh ]  we  may  picture  the  runners  standing 
near  the  king,  the  body  of  priests  a  little  further  back.  In  giving 
the  reason  for  his  command,  Saul  accuses  the  priests  of  complicity 
with  David,  giving  no  credence  to  the  protest  of  Ahimelech  :  For 
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their  hand  also  was  with  David~\  indicates  that  he  has  others  in 
mind  as  well  as  they  —  perhaps  Jonathan  only.  The  soldiers 
refuse  to  carry  out  the  command,  owing  to  the  sacred  character 
of  the  accused.  — 18.  Doeg  was  less  scrupulous,  and  at  the  king’s 
command  he  turned  and  slew  the  priests ]  Jd.  821  1512  2  S.  i15.  The 
victims  were  eighty-five  men  who  wore  the  linen  ephod~\  the  char¬ 
acteristic  garment  of  the  priest  218.  — 19.  The  verse  tells  that 
Saul  put  the  city  of  the  priests  to  the  sword  in  language  closely 
similar  to  the  ban  pronounced  upon  Amalek,  153.  For  this  reason 
it  is  supposed  by  some  to  be  an  interpolation,  and  in  fact  it  could 
easily  be  spared  from  the  narrative.  We  have  no  further  informa¬ 
tion  concerning  the  fate  of  Nob ;  and  there  is  no  parallel  to  the 
wiping  out  of  an  Israelite  city  by  Israelites,  except  in  the  very 
late  account  of  the  destruction  of  Benjamin,  Jd.  20  and  21. 

13.  lbx]  V7N  Qre  is  doubtless  correct.  —  Pixdm]  the  infinitive  absolute 
continuing  a  finite  verb,  cf.  Dav.  Syntax ,  88  a.  —  'Sx]  another  instance  of 
the  confusion  of  Sx  and  by.  The  latter  alone  is  in  place  with  Dip  in  the  hos¬ 
tile  sense.  —  DtxS]  must  correspond  with  the  word  adopted  in  v.8;  read  there¬ 
fore  D'xb.  A  lier-in-wait  does  not  stand  against  any  one;  he  lurks  for  him. 
—  14.  jnjJDD’D  bx  ID)]  and  who  ttirns  aside  to  thine  obedience  makes  no  sense 
in  this  connection,  id  is  only  another  spelling  for  ir  as  is  indicated  by  ixpxuv 
©;  njlDJPD  is  the  abstract  for  the  concrete  —  the  subjects  of  the  king,  Is.  n14 
2  S.  (where  however  the  text  is  doubtful).  — 15.  'nSnn  nvn]  is  somewhat 
difficult.  It  is  necessary  to  read  as  a  question,  and  the  interrogative  has  prob¬ 
ably  dropped  off  before  n,  unless  we  can  suppose  Dvnn  to  become  Dun  for 
euphony.  But  what  does  the  priest  mean  by  asking :  Did  I  begin  to-day  to 
ask?  The  only  plausible  explanation  seems  to  be  that  he  means:  I  have  been 
accustomed  to  consult  the  oracle  for  David  on  his  other  expeditions ,  with  your 
knowledge  and  consent ;  therefore  you  cannot  charge  me  with  it  as  a  crime  in 
this  instance.  —  Sdd]  read  Sdd',  (gjo. — 17.  di]  is  lacking  in  <§. — Uix]  uix 
Qre  is  doubtless  correct. —  18.  The  name  of  the  Edomite  is  here  written  jun 
instead  of  jxd.  In  pronunciation  the  two  were  probably  alike.  —  id  didn  ndu] 
must  mean  wearing  a  linen  ephod.  (5  omits  id.*  —  19.  The  similarity  of  the 
language  to  1 5s  is  evident.  Editorial  insertions  of  this  kind  are  not  uncom¬ 
mon,  so  that  Bu.  and  Co.  are  probably  right  in  making  the  verse  to  be  of 
that  class.  —  Din  ’Db]  at  the  end  of  the  verse  is  lacking  in  ©  and  superfluous. 


*  In  addition  to  what  was  said  above  (on  218)  about  linen  as  the  material  of 
priestly  garments  in  Egypt,  it  may  be  noted  that  in  Babylon  also  the  priests  and 
scribes  wore  linen  clothing.  This  is  pointed  out  by  Gunkel,  Archiv  fur  Rcligions- 
wissenschaft,  I.  p.  29 7. 
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20,  21.  One  son  of  Ahimelech  escaped,  whose  name  was  Abia- 
thar.  His  only  refuge  was  with  David,  and  to  him  he  went,  and 
told  him  that  Saul  had  slain  the  priests  of  Yahwe/f  the  commen¬ 
tators  suppose  that  Abiathar  was  left  in  charge  of  the  Oracle,  while 
the  other  priests  answered  Saul’s  summons.  There  is  nothing  of 
this  in  the  text  however,  and  it  is  rather  surprising  that  the  Oracle 
is  not  mentioned  in  connexion  with  Abiathar  here,  and  first  comes 
into  view  in  23®.  —  22.  David  is  not  surprised  at  the  news:  / 
knew  that  day,  because  Doeg  was  there,  that  he  would  certainly 
tell  Saul.  He  therefore  accuses  himself  as  accessory  :  I  am  guilty 
of  the  lives  of  thy  clan.  —  23.  He  encourages  Abiathar  to  stay  with 
him  and  not  fear  ;  for  whoever  seeks  thy  life  must  also  seek  my  life~\ 
restoring  the  probable  order  of  the  words.  —  For  thou  art  a  deposit 
with  me~\  the  article  deposited  with  one  for  safekeeping  was  sacred, 
and,  as  we  know  from  an  Arabic  story,  it  was  defended  to  the  last 
by  the  one  to  whom  it  was  entrusted. 

20,  21.  The  evident  point  of  this  narrative  is  to  show  how  the  priest  came 
to  be  with  David  instead  of  with  Saul.  But  to  the  older  view  the  priest  was 
nothing  without  the  Ephod.  There  is  reason  to  suspect  therefore  that  the 
original  account  of  the  slaughter  of  the  priests  inserted  here  the  words :  and 
brought  the  Ephod  with  him.  The  scruples  of  the  later  writer  omitted  the  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  Ephod,  whereupon  it  was  inserted  in  2313.  —  inns]  on  the  name 
cf.  BDB.  and  reff.  ■ — -22.  The  somewhat  awkward  sentence  must  be  rendered 
as  above.  Omitting  oa»  with  ©AB,  we  might  also  omit  the  second  '3  and  get 
simply  T-)'1  un  j'n  '2  which  would  be  smoother.  —  '._od]  must  be  corrected 
to  wan  with  Th.  and  most  recent  scholars  (cf.  Dr.  Notes').  — vz j_l,22]  <§B 
omits  *72,  whereas  <55L  inserts  it  before  n'2.  —23.  and  ivs:  have  become 
transposed  in  %  What  David  should  say  for  the  encouragement  of  Abiathar 
is  not :  he  who  seeks  my  life  is  also  seeking  yours,  but :  whoever  seeks  your  life 
must  first  take  mine. 


XXIII.  1-29.  Saul  seeks  David.  —  David  delivers  Keilah  from 
the  Philistines.  Saul  purposes  to  besiege  him  there.  David, 
warned  by  the  Oracle,  leaves  the  city  and  dwells  in  the  wilder¬ 
ness.  The  natives  inform  Saul,  who  makes  another  effort  to  capt¬ 
ure  him.  At  the  critical  moment  however  Saul  is  called  away  by 
a  Philistine  invasion.  Between  the  two  attempts,  Jonathan  visits 
David  and  encourages  him,  and  the  two  make  a  bond  of  friendship. 

The  original  thread  of  the  narrative  has  been  disturbed  by  the 
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intrusion  of  the  scene  with  Jonathan,  and  there  are  some  minor 
fragments  which  seem  to  be  interpolated. 

1.  The  verse  seems  to  connect  well  with  222.  There  David 
was  in  the  stronghold  of  Adullam  with  four  hundred  men.  Here 
he  begins  to  use  his  power  for  the  relief  of  his  own  people  when 
oppressed  by  the  Philistines.  David  is  told :  the  Philistines  are 
fighting  against  KeilaK\  a  town  which  is  reckoned  to  Judah, 
Jos.  1544,  though  David’s  men  had  a  different  notion.  If  the 
identification  with  the  present  Kila  be  correct,  the  place  lay  only 
three  miles  south  of  Adullam.  —  And  they  are  plundering  the  thresh¬ 
ing-floors ■]  a  favourite  act  of  robbery  in  a  freebooting  society.  The 
treasure  of  the  fellahin  is  easiest  carried  off  at  the  time  of  thresh¬ 
ing.  Later  it  is  apt  to  be  hid  in  pits  or  stored  in  the  strongholds. 

—  2.  David  asked  of  the  Oracle :  Shall  I  go  atid  smite  these 
Philistines  ?  The  author  does  not  deem  it  necessary  here  to 
explain  how  the  Oracle  came  to  be  with  David,  and  this  is  an 
argument  against  the  originality  of  v.6,  at  least  in  the  place  in 
which  it  now  stands.  The  answer  to  the  question  is  an  affirma¬ 
tive. —  3.  David’s  men  however  object.  In  other  cases  we  find 
them  not  easy  to  control.  —  Behold  we  are  afraid  here  in  Judah] 
the  distinction  between  Judah  and  the  territory  of  Keilah  is  per¬ 
plexing.  Possibly  Keilah  was  tributary  to  the  Philistines,  so  that 
David’s  men  thought  of  it  as  Philistine  territory.  On  the  other 
hand  Keilah,  like  Carmel,  may  have  been  reckoned  to  Caleb  or 
one  of  the  other  clans  not  yet  absorbed  in  Judah.  How  much 
more  if  we  go  to  Keilah  against  the  army  of  the  Philistines  /  The 
argument  is  a  fortiori.  —  4.  David  therefore  repeats  his  inquiry 
of  the  Oracle  and  receives  a  direct  command  and  a  promise  : 
Rise,  go  down  to  Keilah,  for  I  give  the  Philistines  into  thy  hand. 

—  5.  In  accordance  with  the  command,  David  and  his  men  went 
to  Keilah  and  fought  against  the  Philistines,  and  drove  away  their 
cattle']  which  they  had  brought  in  order  to  carry  off  the  plundered 
grain.  (@B  inserts  they  fled  before  him  before  the  last  clause.  In 
any  case,  he  delivered  the  inhabitants  of  Keilah. 

6.  The  verse  is  obviously  displaced.  Designed  as  it  is,  to  show 
how  David  could  consult  Yahweh,  it  ought  to  come  earlier.  Or, 
if  the  author  supposed  the  former  response  to  have  been  given  in 
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some  other  way  than  by  the  Ephod,  then  the  proper  place  for  this 
verse  is  later,  after  v.7 * 9 * * 12.  The  text  has  suffered  in  transmission,  but 
may  be  plausibly  restored  so  as  to  give  the  following  meaning  : 
And  when  Abiathar  son  of  Aliimelech  fled  to  David,  he  came  down 
to  Keilah  with  the  Ephod  in  his  hand]  Keilah  was  the  place  to 
which  he  came  down  and  he  brought  the  Ephod,  —  these  are  data 
supplementary  to  the  account  of  the  slaughter  of  the  priests. 

1.  nS'yp]  cf.  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  193,  who  refers  to  the  Tell-el-Amarna  letters, 
ZDPV.  XIII.  142;  Guerin,  fudee,  III.  341  ff;  GAS.,  Geog.  p.  230. — 2. 
the  direct  question  is  put  to  the  Oracle  as  in  the  cases  already  noted. — 

3.  'un  n3iya-i?!<]  is  perhaps  an  expansion.  The  original  form  of  <3  seems  to 
have  read  simply  to  Keilah  of  the  Philistines  (pointed  out  by  We.).  The  fact 
that  mmyn  does  not  correctly  describe  a  plundering  expedition  need  not 
weigh  very  heavily.  David’s  men  would  naturally  state  the  case  strongly. — 

4.  jnj]  the  participle  is  used  of  the  immediate  future,  as  frequently.  —  5.  vuuni 
Qre,  is  to  be  preferred.  (5L  makes  the  order  this :  he  fought,  they  fled,  he 
slew,  and  drove  off  the  cattle.  —  6.  The  commentators  all  remark  on  the  im¬ 
possibility  of  nu  tv  ios.  The  simplest  explanation  of  it  seems  to  be  that 
the  first  two  words  have  been  transposed.  By  inserting  a  1  we  get  a  fairly 
good  sense :  vva  tdni  tv  nS'jJp.  This  is  the  actual  text  of  <f§L  and  it  calls 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  place  at  which  Abiathar  found  David  was 
Keilah,  and  that  the  Ephod  which  is  commanded  a  little  later  is  the  one  from 
Nob. 

7.  Saul  on  hearing  of  David’s  place  of  sojourn  said  to  himself : 

God  has  sold  him  into  my  hand,  for  he  has  entrapped  himself  in 

coming  into  a  city  of  doors  and  bars']  the  king  with  a  superior 

force  would  shut  him  in  his  cage  as  Sennacherib  boasted  after¬ 

wards  that  he  had  done  to  Hezekiah.  — 8.  The  royal  summons 
was  sent  out  and  the  whole  people  mustered  to  besiege  David  and 
his  men.  —  9.  David  on  hearing  of  the  muster  of  the  militia  knew 
that  it  was  against  him]  and  not  the  Philistines  as  was  ostensibly 
given  forth  (we  may  suppose)  that  Saul  was  carving  out  an  evil] 
and  he  therefore  prepares  to  consult  God.  — 10.  David  recites 
the  occasion  of  his  anxiety.  — 11.  The  text  of  ^  is  evidently  in 
disorder.  The  question  at  the  opening  of  the  verse  receives  no 
answer  and  is  repeated  later.  Omitting  it,  we  get :  Will  Saul 
come  down  as  thy  servant  has  heard?  Yahweh,  God  of  Israel,  tell 
thy  servant!  To  this  question  an  affirmative  answer  is  given.  — 

12.  The  second  question  —  Will  the  burghers  of  Keilah  give  me 
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and  my  men  into  the  hand  of  Saul?  —  also  receives  an  affirmative. 
— 13.  David  and  his  men  left  Keilah,  and  wandered  hither  and 
thither ]  in  consequence  of  which  Saul  abandoned  his  expedition. 
The  ingratitude  of  the  men  of  Keilah  is  the  subject  of  animad¬ 
version  by  Schm.,  but  the  better  part  of  valour  is  discretion,  and 
the  town  may  not  have  been  able  to  stand  a  siege.  Whether  it 
owed  allegiance  to  Saul  however  may  well  be  doubted.  —  14.  The 
verse  reads  like  a  summing  up  of  the  history,  so  far  as  relates  to 
this  part  of  David’s  life.  It  may  have  concluded  the  account  of 
his  wanderings  in  one  of  the  documents  :  So  David  dwelt  in  the 
Wilderness ]  the  Wilderness  of  Judah  is  meant,  overhanging  the 
western  shore  of  the  Dead  Sea.  —  And  Saul  sought  him  continu¬ 
ally,  but  Yahweh  did  not  give  him  into  his  hand.  The  allusion  to 
the  Wilderness  of  Ziph  is  an  intrusion. 

7.  taj]  gives  no  meaning  proper  to  this  context :  Dens  abalienavit  men- 
tem  ab  eo  (Schm.,  p.  773)  is  without  parallel.  t£5L  and  the  Jewish  expositors 
make  the  word  mean  to  deliver  over,  but  without  support.  ©  has  irlnpaKev, 
evidently  reading  12c,  a  verb  often  used  of  God’s  handing  over  his  own  into 
the  power  of  their  enemies,  Dt.  3230  Jd.  214  38  1  S.  129.  It  is  safer  to  restore 
this  word,  for  which  we  have  direct  evidence,  than  to  conjecture  something 
else.  For  “UD  Bu.  adduces  the  following  *nDj,  which  however,  as  Dr.  points 
out,  argues  the  other  way.  If  idd  were  a  good  Hebrew  word  it  would 
exactly  fit  the  place.  —  mini  D'.nSi]  the  two  gates  locked  by  one  great  bar 
across  them.  Probably  small  towns  had  but  one  entrance.  —  8.  jDism]  cf. 
154. —  nix1?]  a  few  MSS.  have  nxS.  But  nx  is  the  proper  word  for  besieging 
a  fortress.  —  9.  ipnrra]  the  verb  occurs  in  the  Qal,  Prov.  329  614,  in  the  sense 
of  planning,  as  here.  Saul  was  brewing  evil  is  an  English  equivalent.  Still 
it  is  possible  that  the  text  is  not  sound. —  10.  Tp]  for  the  direct  object.  Dr. 
cites  a  few  instances,  but  possibly  •vyn  should  be  read.  —  11.  vva  'p'3  'jTJD'n] 
is  in  place  in  v.12  where  we  find  it  repeated.  A  part  of  it  is  lacking  in  ©  so 
that  the  conjecture  of  We.  is  probable  —  that  the  whole  was  lacking  in  ©,  but 
that  owing  to  another  error  of  that  text  UUD'H  was  inserted  later.  £  omits 
all  but  the  one  question  :  Will  the  Burghers  of  Keilah  deliver  me  and  my  men 
into  the  hand  of  Saul?  The  reading  of  We.  is  adopted  by  Bu.,  who  however 
inserts  nnjn  from  ©.  A  scribe  got  the  second  question  in  the  wrong  place, 
and  left  it  there  without  erasure.  From  TV  at  the  end  of  the  verse  ©B  omits 
to  the  last  word  of  v.12;  a  clear  case  of  homeoteleuton;  the  eye  of  the  scribe 
fell  upon  the  second  nirp  idN'1  instead  of  the  first.  ©L  has  inserted  the  miss¬ 
ing  words  though  retaining  the  wrong  reply  to  the  first  question.  —  13.  ~zrz'i 
ruse]  where  ©  has  about  four  hundred.  It  is  difficult  to  decide  between 
them.  ©  may  have  been  conformed  to  the  statement  in  222.  —  "WN3  'oSnnv 
laSnrv]  a  genuine  Semitic  expression,  cf.  Koran  5316 :  “  Then  covered  the 
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Sidra  tree  that  which  covered  it.”  — 14.  rpr-mM  m2  aam]  is  superfluous, 
and  in  fact  contradicts  the  immediately  preceding  clause.  Without  this,  the 
verse  concludes  an  account  of  David’s  wandering.  The  clause  originally  stood 
at  the  opening  of  the  next  adventure,  v.19. 

15-18.  Jonathan’s  visit.  The  verses  are  a  distinct  insertion. — 
15.  David  feared  because  Saul  had  come  out  to  seek  hint\  the 
sentence  can  refer  only  to  some  particular  expedition  of  Saul,  and 
therefore  does  not  fit  the  immediately  preceding  statement  which 
affirms  Saul’s  continuous  persecution.  No  more  does  it  belong 
after  v.13,  which  tells  that  David  escaped.  —  And  David  was  then 
in  the  wilderness  of  Ziph~\  the  name  still  survives  in  Tell  Zifih 
(GAS.  Geog.  p.  306;  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  163),  south  from  Hebron. 
Whether  the  Horesha  of  this  passage  is  identical  with  Khoreisa, 
as  suggested  by  Conder,  is  not  certain.  — 16.  Jonathan  came  to 
Horesha  and  encouraged  David  in  God~\  by  assurances  of  the 
divine  protection.  — 17.  Not  only  should  David  be  protected 
from  Saul,  but  he  should  also  attain  the  kingdom,  Jonathan  con¬ 
tenting  himself  with  the  second  place.  —  18.  The  covenant  made 
is  parallel  to  the  two  already  spoken  of,  183  208. 

15.  The  verse  seems  based  on  26s.  The  author  of  the  secondary  account 
took  a  hint  from  the  second  clause  of  that  verse,  and  built  upon  it  a  further 
instance  of  Jonathan’s  fidelity.  —  mu]  is  intended  (Ew.,  GVIZ.  III.  p.  127, 
E.  Tr.  III.  p.  92).  David’s  fear  is  the  proper  introduction  to  Jonathan’s  con¬ 
solation.  —  nanm]  other  cases  of  the  preposition  with  the  He  locale  are  cited 
by  Dr.  In  the  following  verse  however  ncnn  seems  quite  clearly  to  be  a 
proper  name  (so  Kl.,  Bu.,  Ki.).  Wooded  heights  do  not  exist  in  the  Wilderness 
of  Judah  and  probably  never  did  exist  there.  The  identification  with  Khoreisa 
seems  to  be  adopted  by  GASmith  and  Buhl.  Kl.  supposes  it  to  be  the  same 
with  the  mn  17’,  22®.  — 16.  vvtin  pm'i]  cf.  Jer.  2314  Ezek.  1322  Job  4s. — 
17.  njC’Dh]  cf.  2  Chr.  287  Esth.  io3. 

19-29.  A  narrow  escape.  — The  Ziphites  offer  to  conduct  Saul 
to  David.  Saul  therefore  comes  with  a  large  force  and  has  David 
and  his  men  within  his  grasp.  But  at  the  critical  moment  he  is 
called  away  by  an  invasion  of  the  Philistines.  The  story  is  a  local 
legend  designed  to  explain  the  origin  of  the  name  given  to  one 
of  the  rocks  in  the  region. 

19.  The  verse  continues  14a  in  its  original  form.  The  second 
half,  however,  is  superfluous,  and  restoring  the  connexion  we 
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should  read :  David  dwelt  in  strongholds  in  the  Wilderness  of 
Ziph,  and  the  Ziphites  came  to  Saul  and  said :  Is  not  David  hid¬ 
ing  himself  in  our  region  in  strongholds .?  Had  they  given  the 
exact  location,  as  now  defined  in  the  rest  of  the  verse,  it  would 
have  been  unnecessary  for  Saul  to  urge  them  to  discover  David’s 
hiding-place.  —  20.  And  now  according  to  thy  heart's  desire  to 
come  down,  O  king,  come  down  ;  and  it  shall  be  our  part  to  deliver 
him  into  the  hand  of  the  king ]  possibly  David’s  presence  was  bur¬ 
densome,  as  it  was  felt  to  be  by  Nabal.  —  21.  Saul  expresses  his 
gratitude  because  they  have  taken  compassion  on  him.  —  22.  He 
exhorts  them  :  Give  attention  still,  and  know  the  place  where  his 
foot  rests  !  The  text  cannot  be  called  certain.  According  to  pj, 
a  reason  is  added  :  For  I  am  told  he  is  very  cunning.  —  23.  The 
exhortation  of  the  preceding  verse  is  repeated  in  substance  and 
Saul  concludes  :  Then  I  will  go  with  you,  and  if  he  be  in  the  land, 
I  will  search  him  out  among  all  the  thousands  of fludah.  —  24.  The 
Ziphites  went  in  advance  of  Saul  at  a  time  when  David  and  his 
men  were  in  the  Wilderness  of  Maori\  the  place  is  mentioned 
along  with  Carmel  and  Ziph  in  Jos.  1555,  and  still  bears  the  name 
Main.  As  the  next  verse  tells  that  David  on  hearing  of  Saul’s 
incursion  went  and  dwelt  in  the  Wilderness  of  Maon,  there  is 
reason  to  suspect  the  integrity  of  the  text.  — In  the  Arabah  to  the 
south  of  Jeshimon~\  is  in  fact  sufficiently  explicit.  —  25.  David 
went  down  to  the  crag  which  is  in  the  Wilderness  of  Maon.  The 
idea  seems  to  be  that  he  fled  down  the  mountain  side  without 
attempting  a  defence.  —  26.  Saul  was  in  hot  pursuit  —  David  was 
going  in  hasty  flight  from  Saul,  and  Saul  and  his  men  were  about 
to  fly  upon  David  and  his  men,  to  seize  hold  of  them~\  the  providen¬ 
tial  interference  came  just  at  the  right  moment.  —  27,  28.  Saul  is 
called  off  by  the  news  of  a  Philistine  invasion,  and  the  place 
receives  the  name  :  Rock  of  Divisions.  —  29.  The  verse  forms 
the  transition  to  the  following.  Engedi  is  a  well-known  oasis  in 
the  wilderness  of  Judah,  on  the  west  shore  of  the  Dead  Sea. 

19.  As  the  verse  stands  it  gives  David’s  location  tautologically :  in  strong¬ 
holds,  in  Horesha,  in  the  Hill  of  Hachila ]  but  the  indefinite  strongholds  is  the 
only  word  which  fits  the  situation,  and  it,  as  well  as  Saul’s  reply,  is  contradicted 
by  the  more  exact  locations  which  follow.  These  also  seem  inconsistent  with 
each  other  unless  we  suppose  Horesha  to  be  located  on  the  Hill  of  Hachila, 
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which  is  unnatural.  We  are  obliged  therefore  to  strike  out  as  later  insertion 
all  that  follows  nnXD2.  The  last  clause  was  put  in  under  the  influence  of  261 
and  nenn  was  inserted  to  reconcile  this  with  the  preceding.  The  location  of 
the  Hill  of  Hachila  here  however  is  given  as  south  of  the  desert,  whereas  in 
261  it  is  apparently  east  of  it;  cf.  v.14  (We.).  —  nbonn]  occurs  only  here  and 
in  261- 3  (Glaser  restores  it  by  conjecture  in  157  for  nS'in);  some  copies  have 
n5'2n.  —  p’tr'n]  is  used  of  the  Desert  of  Judah  here  and  261-3,  cf.  Num.  2120. 
For  a  description  cf.  GAS.,  Geog.  p.  313;  also  Robinson,  BR 2.  I.  p.  500  f. — 
20.  PwSdS]  elsewhere  din  522.  Here  we  should  expect  V22.  For  uSi  ©  seems 
to  have  read  connecting  it  with  what  precedes.  would  be  the  regu¬ 

lar  form  to  express  what  we  need  in  this  context.  —  21.  □n'rcn]  confirms  the 
emendation  made  in  228.  —  22.  U'2n]  supply  2*7,  1  Chr.  1214.  The  ellipsis  does 
not  occur  elsewhere  however,  and  perhaps  we  should  read  ij'2n,  De  Rossi, 
with  6  MSS.  Some  editions  prefix  1.  —  ltni  ljni]  one  of  the  two  words  is 
superfluous,  and  @B  has  only  ljni.  The  words  D12  inxi  id  are  inappropriate; 
Saul  is  not  concerned  with  the  particular  man  who  shall  discover  David  but 
with  the  discovery  only.  Besides,  we  should  at  least  emend  ’D  to  ’Dl.  ©  has 
eV  raxe<  iitG,  on  the  ground  of  which  Th.  following  a  hint  of  Ew.  reads  mnon 
—  ‘where  his  fleeting  foot  may  be.’  But  the  adjective  is  uncalled  for.  Ki. 
reads  mnn  as  an  adverb :  know  quickly,  but  the  order  of  the  words  renders 
this  impossible.  What  the  sense  requires  is  a  participle  defining  the  condition 
of  the  subject  —  where  his  foot  is  staying.  The  original  may  have  been  nj?i.nD, 
cf.  Is.  3414,  or  piSnD,  Ps.  911.  But  there  is  reason  to  suspect  that  the  corrup¬ 
tion  is  deeper,  and  that  Saul  really  said :  spy  out  (iSji)  his  resting-place  cun¬ 
ningly,  because  he  is  very  sly.  Something  like  this  seems  required  by  the 
concluding  part  of  the  verse.  —  1DN  ’2]  for  one  says  is  perfectly  good  Hebrew. 
But  it  is  surprising  that  Saul  should  give  David’s  character  by  hearsay,  so  that 
this  part  of  the  verse  also  seems  to  have  suffered  in  transmission.  <5  reads 
00  e  far  ere  (  e  fir  cjt<=  )  connecting  with  what  precedes:  hasten  where  you  say 
{he  is),  adding  lest  he  play  you  a  trick.  —  23.  The  verse  is  so  nearly  a  repeti¬ 
tion  of  the  preceding,  that  Kl.  takes  it  to  be  an  insertion  from  a  different 
document.  More  probably  it  has  been  expanded  by  a  scribe.  ©B  omits 
jur^N  .  .  .  Sdc,  and  what  remains  gives  a  satisfactory  sense.  —  p2:_i7x]  prob¬ 
ably  we  should  read  by  (as  so  often).  They  were  to  return  resting  on  a  cer¬ 
tainty.—  jijjd]  identified  by  Robinson.  The  village  lies  not  far  south  of 
Carmel.  In  this  place  ©L  has  r fj  hr-qniy  and  Houbigant  *  conjectures  there¬ 
fore  pjrnt£\  But  as  the  Ziphites  were  active  in  the  matter,  the  Wilderness  of 
Maon  is  appropriate  enough.  —  rmp]  must  mean  in  the  valley  of  the  Dead 
Sea.  As  the  Jordan  valley  is  called  the  Arabah,  and  the  same  valley  extends 
south  of  the  Dead  Sea,  this  makes  no  difficulty.  On  Jeshimon  cf.  Num.  2120 
2328  and  Dillmann’s  note. —25.  trp2t7]  read  wpib  with  ©Eft  (Th.).  —  2tt-n] 
is  inappropriate.  ©  had  -wn  which  is  evidently  original  (Th.).— 26.  Sins’] 
add  immm  with  ©.  —  ism]  cf.  2  K.  715  Kt.  David  was  putting  himself  into  a 


*  Cf.  Josephus,  Ant.  VI.  280  (Niese,  II.  p.  54),  iv  Tjj  Zip-uvos  ipyjiiif. 
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panic  in  getting  away. — anay]  which  is  used  of  protecting ,  Ps.  513,  seems 
inappropriate  here,  so  that  the  conjecture  of  Kl.  who  reads  is  acceptable. 
—  28.  n"pc]  on  the  Daghesh  (Baer  and  Ginsb.)  cf.  Ges.26  22  s.  —  npSnnn  ybD] 
the  expositors  are  divided  between  the  interpretations  Rock  of  Divisions  and 
Rock  of  Escape.  The  latter  would  be  more  appropriate  if  p7n  could  mean 
to  escape;  but  this  seems  not  to  be  the  case.  —  29.  The  division  of  chapters 
and  verses  differs  in  the  different  editions,  and  Baer  begins  the  next  chapter 
with  this  verse  — as  do  the  majority  of  editions  in  circulation.  Engedi  still 
bears  the  name  Ain  Jidi,  Robinson,  BR'2.  I.  p.  504,  GAS.  Geog.  p.  269.  For 
the  older  authorities,  Reland,  Palaestina,  p.  763. 

XXIY.  1-22.  David’s  magnanimity.  — Saul  comes  into  David’s 
power,  but  is  spared  and  recognizes  the  generosity  of  his  enemy. 
The  incident  is  similar  to  the  one  narrated  in  26.  In  both  cases 
Saul  is  at  the  mercy  of  David,  and  in  danger  of  being  slain  except 
for  David’s  restraint  of  his  men.  In  both,  David’s  motive  is  rev¬ 
erence  for  the  Anointed  of  Yahweh.  In  the  second  of  the  two 
accounts,  David  makes  no  allusion  to  having  spared  Saul  before, 
and  Saul  is  equally  silent.  We  have  reason  to  think,  therefore, 
that  we  have  two  versions  of  the  same  story.  It  is  natural  to  sup¬ 
pose  that  one  belongs  with  each  of  the  two  documents  which 
make  up  the  bulk  of  the  narrative  already  considered.  Almost  the 
only  clue  to  the  relation  of  one  of  these  stories  to  the  other  is 
that  in  this  chapter  Saul  is  brought  into  David’s  power,  whereas  in 
26  David  takes  upon  himself  the  danger  of  going  into  the  enemy’s 
camp.  The  slight  preponderance  of  probability  seems  to  me  to 
be  on  the  side  of  the  latter  representation  (chapter  26)  as  more 
original. 

1.  As  remarked  above,  the  editions  vary  in  the  division  of  chap¬ 
ters.  The  only  ones  which  agree  with  Ginsburg  in  making  the 
dividing  line  the  space  which  indicates  a  Parasha,  are  the  very  cor¬ 
rect  edition  printed  at  Mantua  1742,  and  those  printed  by  Plantin. 
I  have  followed  this  notation  with  the  idea  that  Ginsburg’s  edition 
is  likely  to  be  widely  current. —  2.  The  force  of  three  thousand 
men  which  Saul  took  with  him  reminds  us  of  the  standing  army 
which  he  recruited  at  the  beginning  of  his  career,  133.  The  Wild- 
goafs  Crags,  on  the  face  of  which  he  sought  David,  are  not  yet 
identified,  but  the  ibex  ( bedn )  is  still  found  in  the  region. — 
3.  The  sheep  folds  to  which  Saul  came  were  possibly  caves  with  a 
rough  stone  wall  about  the  entrance,  such  as  are  still  found  in  the 
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Wilderness  of  Judah.  Into  one  of  these  caves  Saul  went  to  relieve 
himself,  cf.  Jd.  3s4,  where  the  same  euphemism  is  used  as  here. 
This  cave,  however,  was  the  one  in  which  David  and  his  men  had 
taken  refuge.  They  would  naturally  be  unseen  by  Saul  as  he  came 
in  from  the  daylight.  We  need  not  insist  that  the  whole  of  David’s 
force  was  in  the  one  cave.  —  4-7.  The  narrative  does  not  follow 
the  natural  order,  and  is  perhaps  interpolated.  —  4.  David’s  men 
remind  him  of  a  promise  of  God  :  This  is  the  day  of  which  Yah- 
weh  said:  Behold  I  give  thine  enemy  into  thy  hand,  and  thou  shalt 
do  to  him  as  thou  p leases t.  No  such  promise  is  recorded  in  the 
preceding  narrative.  The  author  probably  had  in  mind  later  pro¬ 
phetic  declarations.  According  to  the  present  text,  David,  without 
replying  to  his  men,  secretly  approached  the  king,  and  cut  off  the 
skirt  of  his  mantle.  —  5.  The  feeling  that  his  action  was  an  indig¬ 
nity  gave  him  a  twinge  of  conscience.  —  6.  The  verse  continues 
the  conversation  between  David  and  his  men  with  no  reference  to 
the  skirt.  —  7.  So  David  restrained  his  men\  the  exact  verb 
intended  is  doubtful,  see  the  critical  note. 

2.  a'S>"n]  cf.  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  97  note.  (SL  has  rijs  e-ijpas  t5>v  i\a<pa>v, 
which  possibly  points  to  -m. —  3.  'pri'?]  Ginsb.  gives  “pDa*?  as  the 

reading  of  the  Massora.  The  phrase  here  used  is  found  in  only  one  other 
passage,  but  the  meaning  seems  clear.  A  call  of  nature  is  the  only  adequate 
reason  for  the  King’s  going  alone  and  unattended  into  a  cave.  <£  also 
speaks  euphemistically,  but  Aq.  rendered  airoKivoiaai  (Theod.  Questiones),  and 
Josephus  describes  Saul  as  i-ntiyonevos  imb  twv  Kara  (pvoiv,  with  which  com¬ 
pare  ut purgaret  ventrem  3L,  and  nous  ntijJD?  W.  Only  S  (which  makes  Saul 
sleep')  breaks  the  consensus  of  the  ancient  authorities.  —  'ntno]  indicates 
a  cave  with  branching  recesses.  —  aotm]  describes  the  position  in  which 
David’s  men  were  at  Saul’s  entrance  —  they  were  sitting  down  in  the  recesses 
of  the  cave  (Dr.). — 4-7.  According  to  the  received  text  the  order  is  as  fol¬ 
lows:  (1)  David’s  men  point  out  his  opportunity;  (2)  David  rises  and  cuts 
off  Saul’s  skirt;  (3)  he  repents  of  it;  (4)  he  then  replies  to  his  men;  (5)  he 
restrains  them  from  bloodshed.  This  is  obviously  an  unnatural  order,  and  Co. 
and  Bu.  rearrange  the  clauses  in  the  order  4a-  7a-  4b'  5-  7b.  The  narrative  then 

reads  smoothly  enough.  But  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  dislocation  took 
place.  It  cannot  be  intentional,  for  there  is  no  motive  for  it;  the  accidents 
of  transmission  do  not  generally  work  in  this  way.  It  seems  simpler  to  sup¬ 
pose  that  the  corruption  has  come  in  as  so  often  by  interpolation.  The  earlier 
account  made  no  mention  of  David’s  cutting  off  Saul’s  skirt.  The  fact  that 
Saul  had  been  in  David’s  power  was  sufficiently  evident  by  their  having  been 
in  the  cave  together.  A  later  writer  wanted  more  tangible  evidence  and  so 
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introduced  the  incident  of  the  skirt.  Verse  7  joins  directly  to  4a,  and  what 
is  between  has  been  inserted.  Verse  11  is  inserted  by  the  same  hand  and  is 
as  readily  spared  as  4b-®. — 4.  tcn  ovn]  it  would  be  grammatically  correct  to 
translate:  this  is  the  day  when  Yakweh  says,  in  which  case  Yahweh  speaks 
by  his  providential  delivery  of  Saul  into  David’s  hand,  and  there  is  no  refer¬ 
ence  to  a  prediction  made  at  an  earlier  time.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  de¬ 
scribe  Yahweh  as  speaking  by  such  a  providence,  and  the  following  words 
jru  UUN  run  are  in  the  regular  prophetic  form.  I  have  therefore  supposed 
such  a  reference  here.  The  other  view  is  defended  by  Dr.,  Notes.  "p’N  Qre, 
is  correct.  —  5.  should  have  the  article  or  be  defined  by  a  genitive. 

Th.  proposes  to  insert  Sycn.  ©  however  reads  rrjs  diwAotSos  avrov  instead 
of  Sinc1?  icx,  and  the  latter  is  suspicious  from  its  conformity  to  v.4.  Restore 
therefore  iS’jid  nx. —  6.  nin'D  nS'Sn]  so  in  2611  1  K.  213. —  7.  >-dc>'i] 
the  verb  means  to  rend  or  tear,  Jd.  146.  Even  if  we  suppose  a  figure  of 
speech,  the  action  described  by  such  a  figure  is  too  violent  for  the  situation. 
©  ical  eneitret'  may  point  to  ystyu  as  conjectured  by  Cappellus  ( Critica  Sacra, 
p.  330) ;  it  might  also  represent  tflpiPM  which  would  be  appropriate  here.  Bu. 
proposes  yjD'i,  citing  2526- 34  which  are  not  strictly  parallel. 

8.  The  verse  division  should  be  made  to  include  the  last  clause 
of  the  preceding  :  And  when  Saul  rose  from  the  cave  a?id  went 
on  the  road,  David  arose  after  him  and  went  out.  As  Saul  turned 
at  his  call,  David  did  the  customary  obeisance  by  prostration.  — 

9.  David’s  expostulation  assumes  that  Saul  is  under  the  influence 
of  evil  advisers  who  slanderously  say :  David  seeks  thy  hurt.  — 

10.  In  contrast  to  this  is  the  present  experience  :  To-day  thine 
eyes  see  that  Yahweh  gave  thee  into  my  hand  in  the  cave,  but  I 
refused  to  kill  thee]  and  the  refusal  is  motived  by  his  relation  to 
Saul  as  his  lord  and  as  the  Anointed  of  Yahweh.  — 11.  David 
calls  attention  to  the  skirt  as  evidence  ;  I  have  not  sinned  against 
thee  though  thou  art  aiming  at  my  life,  to  take  it]  repayment  of 
evil  with  good.  As  already  shown  the  verse  must  stand  or  fall 
with  4b~6.  — 12.  He  leaves  his  cause  in  the  hands  of  God,  reiter¬ 
ating  his  refusal  to  lay  his  hand  upon  Saul.  — 13.  The  introduction 
of  such  a  proverb  as  we  here  find  is  particularly  infelicitous,  for  it 
intimates  that  the  wickedness  of  Saul  would  be  his  destruction. 
There  is  good  ground  therefore  for  suspecting  the  verse  to  be  an 
interpolation.  — 14.  The  unworthiness  of  Saul’s  effort  is  seen  in 
the  insignificance  of  the  object.  David  compares  himself  to 
a  dead  dog,  cf.  2  S.  f,  or  to  a  flea.  — 15.  A  prayer  for  vindication 
at  the  hands  of  Yahweh. 
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8.  p~nn«]  should  apparently  be  vnnn  as  read  by  {gAB,  and  we  should 
possibly  omit  NXU  with  ©B.  The  reading  of  is  considerably  shorter  than 
either  of  the  Others  —  Ka'i  e^ijAde  A  a  it  5  in  tov  crnrfAaiov  dniaa>  SaouA.  Alycov 
omitting  from  one  omcrco  to  the  other.  — 10.  ixi]  Saul’s  eyes  had  not 
seen  anything  in  the  cave,  but  the  appearance  of  David  made  clear  what  his 
situation  had  been.  We  should  retain  the  text  therefore,  instead  of  changing 
to  -pj’jn  nsn  with  ,g>. —  lDNl]  is  irregular  as  pointed  out  by  Th.,  We.,  Dr. 
The  emendation  to  JNDSO  suggested  by  We.  on  the  ground  of  ko.1  ovk  ^^ovA^e-pv 
commends  itself.  Ki.  adheres  to  Jl?  translating  ?nan  sprach  mir  zu,  but  the 
tense  is  wrong.  3L  reads  1DN1  =  and  /  thought  to  kill  thee  ;  but  it  is  scarcely 
possible  that  David  would  confess  an  intention  of  this  kind.  —  Dnm]  evidently 
requires  ij'jr  to  be  expressed  as  is  actually  done  by  1L.  On  the  ground  of  (!§ 
however  we  may  restore  Dn.xi  (We.) ;  the  similarity  of  «  and  n  in  the  old- 
Hebrew  alphabet  is  remarked  upon  by  Ginsburg,  Introd.  p.  291.  — 11.  0x1] 
is  curiously  connected  by  with  the  preceding:  he  is  the  Anointed  of 
Yahweh  and  my  father.  <§B  reads  simply  tax)  ISoii  rb  Trrepvyiov.  The  diffuse¬ 
ness  of  this  verse  is  an  argument  for  its  later  insertion.  What  David  wished 
to  impress  was  sufficiently  evident  without  so  many  words.  —  ms]  only  here 
and  Ex.  2113.  It  there  means  to  intend  a  thing.  — 13.  The  proverb  of  the 
ancients  here  introduced  seems  to  mean  that  the  destruction  of  the  wicked  will 
come  from  themselves  —  ‘  his  violence  shall  come  down  upon  his  own  head.’ 
A  reader  might  find  this  appropriate  to  Saul  and  insert  it  in  the  margin, 
whence  it  came  into  the  text.  We  can  hardly  suppose  the  original  author, 
who  makes  David  show  such  deep  respect  for  Saul,  to  put  such  an  intimation 
into  David’s  mouth.  —  umpn]  should  probably  be  plural  —  the  following  word 
begins  with  c.  — 12]  should  be  12  which  form  alone  is  appropriate  to  the 
proverb.  — 14.  The  exaggerated  humility  with  which  David  here  speaks 
seems  to  me  secondary,  as  compared  with  the  vigorous  language  of  2620. 
—  15.  ’jBfltPM]  in  the  meaning  of  freeing  from  one’s  enemies,  as  was  done 
by  the  liberators  of  Israel  in  the  Book  of  Judges. 

16.  Saul,  overcome  with  emotion,  wept  aloud  in  oriental  fash¬ 
ion. — 17.  Saul  confesses  that  David  is  more  righteous,  in  that  he 
has  repaid  good  for  evil.  — 18.  The  present  example  is  conspicu¬ 
ous  proof :  To-day  thou  hast  done  great  good  to  me  in  that  Yah¬ 
weh  shut  me  up  into  thy  hand  and  thou  didst  not  kill  me ]  all 
David’s  acts  towards  Saul  had  been  good,  but  this  was  the  greatest. 
— 19.  Such  an  act  is  almost  unheard  of — what  man  will  find 
his  enemy  and  send  him  on  a  good  path?  Saul  therefore  predicts  : 
Yahweh  will  reward  thee  good  for  the  good  deed  which  thou  hast 
done  to  me.  —  20.  Saul  confesses  his  conviction  that  David  is  to 
come  to  the  kingdom.  —  21.  He  therefore  adjures  David  not  to 
cut  off  his  seed  after  him  ;  and  that  thou  wilt  not  destroy  my  name 
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from  my  claii\  the  blotting  out  of  one’s  name  by  the  destruction 
of  his  children  was  the  gravest  calamity,  2  S.  147.  —  22.  With 
David’s  compliance  the  interview  ended ;  Saul  went  to  his  house 
and  David  and  his  men  went  up  to  the  strotighold. 

16.  in  .  .  .  lON'i]  is  suspected  by  Bu.  and  is  in  fact  doubtful.  The  same 
words  occur  in  2617  where  they  are  in  place  and  are  followed  by  David’s 
answer.  — 18.  ntn  Xt.~\  nnm  Qre. —  rmni]  the  conjectural  emendation  of 
Kl.  to  nSuni  is  accepted  by  Bu.,  Ki.,  and  gives  a  much  better  sense:  To-day 
thou  hast  done  the  greatest  thing  which  thou  hast  done  to  me  in  the  way  of  good, 
namely  (tcux  rus)  :  Yahweh  delivered  me  into  thy  hand,  etc.  —  19.  in'?::’']  is 
usually  assumed  to  be  a  question  and  Dr.  compares  Ezek.  15515.  It  seems  easier 
however  to  emend  with  Kl.,  reading  >ci  instead  of  ’31  (cf.  %  quis  enini), 
striking  out  e>’N.  Otherwise  we  must  assume  an  anacoluthon :  When  a  man 
finds  his  enemy  and  setids  him  on  a  good  path  —  Yahweh  will  reward  thee. 
The  author  in  this  case  intended  to  say :  Yahweh  will  reward  him,  but 
changed  the  construction.  —  run  ovn  nnn]  is  possible,  but  the  following  clause 
is  difficult.  We  should  probably  read  nrn  aiton  nnn  with  Kl.  —  20,  21.  These 
verses  with  the  first  three  words  of  22  are  coloured  by  Bu.  as  a  very  late  inser¬ 
tion  (cf.  RS.  p.  229).  The  idea  of  this  author  however  that  David  was  to 
come  to  the  kingdom  might  readily  express  itself  by  the  mouth  of  Saul  in 
this  way. 

XXV.  1.  This  notice  of  the  death  of  Samuel  has  no  connexion 
with  what  precedes  or  with  what  follows,  but  is  duplicated  in  28®. 
It  may  have  followed  immediately  on  i918~24  in  a  life  of  Samuel. 
The  history  as  thus  reconstructed  told  of  David’s  preservation  by 
the  Spirit  of  Prophecy  which  fell  upon  Saul,  and  added  that  soon 
after  that  experience  Samuel  died,  so  that  David  took  refuge  in 
the  Wilderness.  Samuel  was  buried  in  his  house,  cf.  1  K.  2s4 
(perhaps  also  2  K.  2ils  originally).  Though  other  specific  state¬ 
ments  to  this  effect  are  not  found,  it  is  possible  that  burial  in  one’s 
house  was  not  uncommon.  The  fact  that  the  sepulchres  of  the 
kings  of  Israel  were  in  the  palace  (Ezek.  437'9)  would  favour  this 
view.  There  is  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  the  alleged  bones 
of  Samuel  were  transferred  to  Constantinople,  a.d.  406. —  The 
wilderness  of  Paran  to  which  David  is  said  to  have  gone  is  the 
extreme  southern  end  of  the  Arabah.  The  historical  improbability 
of  David’s  going  so  far  into  the  wilderness  is  not  a  sufficient  reason 
for  changing  the  text. 

1.  Schmid  cites  Serarius  and  Sanctius  concerning  the  translation  of  Sam¬ 
uel’s  bones  to  Constantinople.  He  himself  of  course  rejects  that  which  the 
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credulous  and  superstitious  accept.  —  p«c  "me]  known  as  the  seat  of  Ish- 
mael,  Gen.  2121  and  one  of  the  stations  of  the  Wandering,  Nu.  io12  I21B. 
On  the  ground  of  Maav  €5B  most  editors  are  disposed  to  emend  to  )ij>d  here. 
But  the  change  to  this  from  the  other  on  the  ground  of  the  next  verse  is 
more  probable  than  the  reverse. 

XXV.  2-44.  David  and  Nabal.  —  David  takes  the  occasion  of 
a  festival,  to  ask  a  contribution  from  a  wealthy  Calebite  named 
Nabal.  His  messengers  are  churlishly  sent  away  empty,  and  David 
in  his  wrath  vows  to  destroy  the  man  and  his  family.  Nabal’s  wife 
Abigail,  on  being  informed  of  the  way  in  which  the  messengers 
have  been  treated,  suspects  that  mischief  is  brewing.  Hastily  tak¬ 
ing  a  generous  present  she  rides  to  meet  David  whom  she  pacifies. 
A  few  days  later  Nabal  dies  and  David  makes  Abigail  his  wife. 

The  story  presents  a  vivid  picture  of  life  in  the  land  of  Judah. 
It  seems  to  be  drawn  from  the  source  from  which  in  subsequent 
chapters  we  have  David’s  family  history.  The  interest  of  the 
author  is  not  in  David’s  method  with  the  wealthy  sheep  owners, 
but  in  the  way  he  got  a  wife,  and  in  the  kind  of  wife  he  got.  The 
connexion  with  what  goes  before  is  not  plain,  but  as  there  is  no 
trace  in  it  of  the  persecution  by  Saul,  we  may  suppose  that  it 
once  followed  directly  on  2314,  where  the  author  disposes  of  Saul 
(so  far  as  his  history  is  concerned)  by  remarking  that  he  sought 
David  continually  but  that  God  did  not  deliver  him  into  his  hand. 
The  close  of  the  narrative  joins  directly  to  271. 

2-13.  The  provocation. — The  situation  is  described:  There 
was  a  7tian  in  Maon ]  a  locality  already  mentioned  23s4;  whose 
business  was  in  Carmel~\  the  only  business  which  can  be  carried 
on  in  the  region  is  that  of  the  shepherd.  Carmel,  still  bearing 
the  name  Kurmul,  is  directly  south  of  Ziph.  Nabal  was  wealthy 
in  flocks,  and  at  this  particular  time  he  was  engaged  in  shearing 
his  flocks  at  Carmel ]  the  sheep  shearing  was  a  festival,  like  the 
harvest  and  the  vintage.  At  such  a  time  a  large  hospitality  was 
customary ;  the  Sheikhs  of  the  Bedawin  still  count  on  the  gener¬ 
osity  of  the  sheep  masters  (Robinson,  BIT.  I.  p.  498).  —  3.  The 
characters  of  the  man  and  his  wife  are  contrasted  :  The  woman 
was  sensible  and  comely,  but  the  man  was  rough  and  ill  behaved ] 
as  is  borne  out  by  the  story.  By  race  he  was  a  Calebite,  of  the 
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clan  which  possessed  Hebron  and  the  surrounding  country.  Ap¬ 
parently  the  clan  still  counted  itself  independent  of  Judah. — 
4,  5.  David  heard  in  the  wilderness  —  perhaps  in  Horesha,  2315 

—  and  sent  ten  men  with  a  demand  for  protection  money.  The 
demand  was  entirely  correct  in  form,  bearing  David’s  greeting 

—  ask  him  of  his  welfare  in  my  name.  —  6.  The  greeting  is  set 
forth  at  large,  though  the  introductory  words  are  obscure. — 

7.  The  basis  of  a  claim  is  found  in  David’s  behaviour.  He 
had  refused  to  exercise  the  right  of  the  strongest:  Thy  shep¬ 
herds  were  with  us,  and  we  did  not  jeer  at  them\  that  the  soldiers 
in  such  circumstances  should  refrain  from  provoking  a  conflict 
by  biting  words  was  an  extraordinary  instance  of  self-control.  — 
And  nothing  of  theirs  was  missing ]  scarcely  less  remarkable.  — 

8.  David’s  messengers  appeal  to  the  testimony  of  Nabal’s  own 
men,  and  to  the  fact  that  they  have  come  on  a  feast  day,  and 
ask  a  present  for  thy  son  David.  —  9.  The  messengers  deliver  the 
message  in  the  name  of  David.  — 10.  Nabal’s  reply  is  an  insult¬ 
ing  one  :  Who  is  David?  And  who  is  the  Son  of  fesse?  Many 
are  the  slaves  in  these  days  who  break  away,  each  from  his  master] 
the  justice  of  the  taunt  in  relation  to  many  of  David’s  followers 
gave  it  its  sting.  — 11.  Sarcastic  reply  to  the  request:  And  1 
must  take  my  bread  and  my  wine  and  my  flesh,  which  I  have  slain 
for  my  shearers,  and  give  it  to  men  of  whom  I  do  not  know  whence 
they  are!  The  answer  is  sufficiently  plain.  — 12,  13.  David’s 
messengers  bring  their  report,  and  David  prepares  to  avenge  the 
insult.  Four  hundred  men  are  to  go  with  him  and  two  hundred 
remained  with  the  baggage]  an  arrangement  made  also  at  a  later 
time,  3010. 

2.  tt’it'O]  we  expect  i£’'N  'mi,  and  a  case  analogous  to  the  text  is  difficult  to 
discover.  nipjjD  is  used  of  the  flocks  and  herds,  the  shepherd’s  work,  as  it  is 
used  of  the  crops  —  the  work  of  the  farmer,  Ex.  2316.  Similarly  nSya  of  the 
shepherd’s  flock,  Is.  4010.  —  Sdid]  on  the  site,  Robinson,  BR 2. 1.  p.  495  f.,  GAS., 
Geog.  p.  306,  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  163.  —  Sm]  of  great  wealth,  like  Barzillai  2  S.  1933. 

—  3.  ?m]  the  word  is  not  quite  such  a  nickname  as  we  think  from  the  transla¬ 
tion  fool.  It  means  reckless  (cf.  Is.  32s),  and  might  be  accepted  as  a  compliment 
by  a  man  like  Nabal.  —  Smax]  (5  tries  to  make  the  word  more  euphonious  by 
softening  it  to  Abigaia.  —  nipp]  Is.  194  2  S.  3s9.  laSa  Kt.  :  '2S2  Qre.  The 
former  is  possibly  an  attempt  to  be  witty  —  he  was  like  or  the  name  was  like 
(Kl.)  his  heart ;  with  an  allusion  to  the  well-known  proverb  ‘  as  he  thinketh  in 
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his  heart.’  The  Qre  is  doubtless  right.  ©  &vOpuwos  kvvucAs.  On  the  clan 
Caleb  cf.  Moore,  Judges,  p.  30.  —  6.  >nS]  is  unintelligible.  The  punctuators 
intend  it  to  represent  'nxS  :  to  my  brethren.  But  Nabal  alone  is  addressed,  so 
that  we  should  at  least  make  it  a  singular,  to  my  brother.  Even  then  the  sen¬ 
tence  is  awkward  and  there  is  reason  to  suspect  corruption,  especially  as  the 
following  1  is  superfluous.  The  versions  seem  to  have  had  no  different  read- 
ing.  I  suspect  that  n;>  is  a  corruption  of  H  (or  nS)  and  that  in  in'?  we  have 
the  ’n  or  clan,  to  which  I  would  join  the  1  from  the  next  word,  making  Dmcxi 
rnSi  lS  :  and  you  shall  say  to  him  and  to  his  clan.  The  whole  sept  would  be 
gathered  for  the  shearing.  Iioubigant  suggests:  nnx  ’pin  lS  no  omDNl.  “  R. 
Sal.  et  R.  Levi :  sic  fiat  tibi  post  annum  incolumi.  D.  Kimchi :  sic  fiat  tibi 
per  omnem  vitam.  Et  pro  se  citat  Chaldaeum.  Magis  placet  Tremellius,  qui 
vertit  post  Luther :  Et  dicite  ei,  si  incolumis  est.  Forte  sic :  Et  dicetis  sic  : 
Vivo  (h.  e.  Deo  vivo  vitae  nostrae  Domino  te  commendo)  :  tit  tu  sit  salvus." 
Schm.  p.  827.  The  embarrassment  of  the  commentators  is  evident.  —  7.  n7] 
read  Nbi  with  ©2E£.  The  1  at  the  end  of  the  preceding  word  is  the  occasion 
of  the  error.  —  ourcSsn]  on  the  pointing  cf.  Ges.26  53  p.  —  8.  21a  an]  else¬ 
where  of  a  festival,  Esth.  817  and  also  in  post-Biblical  Hebrew.  Cf.  also 
D'3ia  0'ijnr,  Zech.  819.  —  ua]  with  loss  of  the  n,  Ges.26,  72  o.  —  -pa^i  qnay1?] 
©  has  only  np  v’up  <rov,  which  seems  most  appropriate.  —  9.  inun]  most 
naturally  means  and  rested  from  their  weariness.  Undoubtedly  a  considerable 
journey  in  the  desert  is  presupposed,  so  that  we  may  retain  the  reading.  © 
reads  op'l  and  connects  with  the  following,  ©L  giving  the  right  order :  ica) 
aveirf]^T)<re  Na,8aA  teal  aireKpiSp.  From  the  character  given  to  Nabal  we  might 
expect  some  manifestation  of  anger,  cf.  20s4,  so  that  much  may  be  said  for  this 
reading. —  10.  onjy]  the  article  is  necessary  and  is  found  in  ©.  —  □'Sioncn] 
perhaps,  as  Kl.  suggests,  who  play  the  robber.  — 11.  ’D'D]  is  scarcely  possible. 
Water  was  indeed  a  scarce  commodity  in  the  desert.  But  David  hardly  ex¬ 
pected  his  men  to  bring  it  to  him  from  Nabal.  Read  with  ©  U".  Abigail 
did  in  fact  take  wine  as  part  of  her  present. 

14-19.  Abigail’s  prompt  action.  —  She  was  informed  by  one 

of  the  shepherd  lads  :  David  sent  messengers  from  the  Wilderness 
to  greet  our  master  and  he  flew  at  them]  with  insulting  words. — 
15,  16.  The  claim  of  David  as  to  his  forbearance  towards  Nabal 
and  his  protection  of  the  flocks  is  verified.  His  men  had  been 
a  ivall  to  the  flocks  against  marauders.  — 17.  The  situation  is 
critical,  for  evil  is  determined  upon  our  master]  cf.  209.  All  de¬ 
pends  upon  Abigail,  for  it  is  impossible  to  approach  Nabal :  he  is 
such  a  son  of  Belial  that  one  cannot  speak  to  him ]  the  evil  temper 
of  the  man  makes  him  a  terror  to  his  household.  — 18.  The  hint 
was  sufficient  and  the  prudent  woman  took  from  the  abundant 
stores  provided  for  the  shearers  a  substantial  present  for  David. 
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Besides  bread  and  wine,  there  were  five  roasted  sheep ]  Gen.  i87' 8, 
five  measures  of  parched  grain]  1717,  a  hundred  bunches  of  raisins 
and  two  hundred  cakes  of  figs ]  that  the  bunches  of  raisins  were 
counted  is  evident  from  2  S.  161.  — 19.  The  present  was  sent  on 
before,  as  in  the  case  of  Jacob’s  meeting  with  Esau,  to  make  a 
favourable  impression. 

14.  Ton]  had  told  while  the  messengers  were  returning  to  David.  — 
anjunn  mx]  is  redundant.  ©  omits  n;u.  (©L  has  a  double  translation 
of  □njnnD).  The  conjecture  of  Kl.  adopted  by  Bu.  is  attractive  (reading 
D';niD).  —  ona  ayv]  means  he  fleiu  upon  them  as  the  bird  of  prey  swoops 
upon  its  victim.  Whether  this  fits  the  context  is  doubtful,  for  the  anger  of 
Nabal  could  scarcely  be  compared  to  the  eagerness  of  a  rapacious  bird.  All 
endeavours  to  correct  the  text  are  however  unsatisfactory;  koX  iftcKivtv  air ’ 
avruv  ©  implies  ohd  an.  But  Nabal  had  used  insulting  words  as  well  as 
turned  from  them.  seem  to  render  Dna  apn,  cf.  Ps.  95 ^  —  and  he  was 

disgusted  at  them.  But  it  was  Nabal’s  expression  of  his  feeling  (not  the  feeling 
itself)  that  gave  offence.  Of  the  conjectures,  perhaps  the  best  is  ana  tayau 
=  and  he  kicked  at  them,  cf.  229  Dt.  3215  (Tanch.  cited  by  Th.).  — 15.  unvna 
ma/a]  ©  prefixes  irai  and  joins  to  the  next  verse.  But  the  close  of  that  verse 
again  gives  a  time  determination,  so  that  we  must  retain  the  reading  of  — 
17.  umx'Sx]  the  preposition  should  evidently  be  Sy.  —  naan]  the  jd  of  com¬ 
parison  :  he  is  more  wicked  than  that  one  can  speak  to  him  ;  too  wicked  to  speak 
to.  — 18.  S’Jiax  and  mu’;  may  show  only  the  ease  with  which  1  and  ’  are  inter¬ 
changed,  but  there  is  reason  to  suppose  that  both  are  remains  of  forms  once 
current,  cf.  Ges.26  24  b  75  v.  —  Q'ND]  according  to  Benzinger  ( Archaeol .  p.  183  f.) 
the  seah  was  about  twelve  litres.  The  name  still  survives  among  the  Bedawin 
though  the  size  of  the  measure  has  shrunk,  Doughty,  II.  p.  113.  ©  seems  to 

have  read  ephas  here.  —  hndi]  /cal  7 6/aop  eV  ©.  We  might  expect  raisins  to 
be  measured  rather  than  counted,  but  the  reading  of  is  protected  by  2  S.  161. 
We.  conjectures  that  the  translators  read  xa’Di  here  and  rendered  /cal  ybfiov 
which  is  found  in  one  codex  (HP  236). — 19.  baa]  lacking  in  ©B,  should 
probably  be  stricken  out. 

20.  There  was  no  time  to  spare  :  She  was  riding  on  the  ass, 
and  coming  down  the  side  of  a  hill  while  David  and  his  men  were 
coming  down  towards  her,  and  she  met  them]  came  upon  them 
unexpectedly  is  the  natural  interpretation.  —  21.  Before  the  meet¬ 
ing  David  had  said  :  Only  for  nought  did  I  guard  all  that  belongs 
to  this  fellow  in  the  Wilderness,  so  that  nothing  of  his  was  missing. 
—  22.  As  the  text  stands  we  read  :  God  do  so  to  the  enemies  of 
David  and  more  also !  But,  as  was  already  seen  by  Kimchi,  it 
should  be  God  do  so  to  David!  A  scribe  could  not  think  of 
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David  as  forswearing  himself,  and  so  inserted  a  word  which  makes 
the  imprecation  mean  just  the  opposite  of  what  the  original  narra¬ 
tor  said.  A  Lapide  thinks  that  David  used  the  language  more 
vulgi,  as  if  most  men  hesitate  to  utter  imprecations  on  themselves. 
This  however  is  not  the  case,  and  the  parallel  which  he  urges 
(Dan.  41G)  does  not  hold.  The  oath  was  to  the  effect  that  David 
would  not  leave  alive  of  Nabal’s  household  a  single  male  —  the 
not  very  refined  description  is  used  also  in  x  K.  1410  1611  2121 
2  K.  98.  —  23.  At  the  meeting,  Abigail  alighted  hastily  in  order 
to  show  respect,  cf.  Jd.  i14,  and  fell  upon  her  face  before  David] 
the  customary  obeisance  to  a  superior.  —  24.  And  she  fell  at  his 
feet  and  said:  Upon  me  be  the  guilt]  2  S.  149.  In  dissuading 
David  from  carrying  out  his  oath,  she  would  take  the  responsi¬ 
bility.  So  Rebecca  assumes  the  curse  which  Jacob  anticipates, 
Gen.  2  713.  —  Let  thy  maid  speak  in  thine  ears']  her  humility  is  in 
strong  contrast  with  the  arrogance  of  Nabal.  —  25.  Let  not  my 
Lord  give  any  attention  to  that  good-for-nothing  man!  The  reason 
is  that  his  depravity  has,  in  a  sense,  deprived  him  of  judgment  : 
His  name  is  Reckless ,  and  recklessness  dwells  with  him]  as  his  con¬ 
stant  companion.  We  might  paraphrase  :  “  His  name  is  Brutus 
and  he  is  a  brute."  This  is  all  that  can  be  said  —  for  herself 
she  can  plead  ignorance  of  David’s  embassy.  —  26.  If  the  verse 
belongs  here  it  is  a  prediction  that  David’s  enemies  shall  become 
like  Nabal  —  equally  foolhardy  we  may  suppose  —  and  so  run  into 
destruction.  —  27.  She  prays  that  her  present  may  be  given  to 
the  young  men  who  accompany  David.  —  28.  She  asks  David’s 
indulgence,  on  the  ground  that  his  future  success  is  assured,  since 
he  fights  the  wars  of  Yahweh.  The  argument  is  that  the  suc¬ 
cessful  man  can  afford  to  be  magnanimous.  The  secure  house 
promised  to  David  is  his  dynasty.  —  29.  And  should  a  man  rise 
up  to  pursue  thee  and  to  seek  thy  life ,  then  shall  the  life  of  my 
Lord  be  bound  in  the  bundle  of  the  living,  in  the  care  of  Yahweh 
thy  God]  the  precious  things  are  not  left  loose  to  be  lost  or 
destroyed,  but  are  carefully  wrapped  up  and  kept  together,  usu¬ 
ally  in  the  inner  compartment,  under  the  eye  of  the  careful 
housewife.  The  reader  will  recall  the  ten  pieces  of  silver  of 
the  Gospel  parable.  The  idea  is  the  same  expressed  later  in 
the  declaration  that  the  righteous  are  written  in  the  book  of  the 
Q 
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living,  that  is  among  those  destined  by  God  to  long  life.  The 
exact  contrast  is  in  the  second  half-verse  :  But  the  life  of  thine 
enemies  he  shall  cast  away  with  a  sling ]  a  modern  Jewish  im¬ 
precation  is  :  may  his  life  be  bound  in  a  bag  full  of  holes,  and 
thus  quickly  lost.  The  older  commentators  found  in  the  two 
expressions  allusions  to  the  future  state  of  the  righteous  and  the 
wicked.  But  it  is  misleading  to  translate  nephesh  by  the  word 
soul  with  our  definition  of  that  word.  Abigail’s  view  evidently 
does  not  reach  beyond  the  present  life.  —  30,  31.  The  declara¬ 
tion  which  follows  is  to  the  effect  that  David  will  be  happier  in 
future  days,  if  he  now  restrains  himself  from  taking  vengeance  on 
Nabal :  When  Yahweh  shall  have  do7ie  what  he  has  promised  .  .  . 
then  thou  wilt  not  have  this  as  a  qualm  arid  as  a  reproach  of  heart, 
that  thou  hast  shed  blood  for  nought,  and  that  thine  own  hand  has 
delivered  thee~\  instead  of  waiting  for  the  deliverance  promised  by 
God.  When  that  time  comes,  he  will  remember  Abigail  with 
gratitude  for  her  present  action.  —  32-34.  David’s  reply  is  a  full 
recognition  of  the  providential  nature  of  her  mission,  as  well  as  a 
tribute  to  her  discretion.  By  her  action  she  has  kept  him  back 
from  walking  into  blood-guiltiness.  Had  she  not  acted,  the 
extermination  of  Nabal’s  house  would  have  been  complete. 

20.  mm]  has  arisen  erroneously  from  the  following  son.  The  tense  is 
wrong  as  well  as  the  gender.  Read  simply  tom  (Bu.).  —  nnDi]  in  the  shade 
of  the  mountain  does  not  seem  satisfactory.  IBDJJ  W  gives  a  good  meaning  — 
on  the  side  —  but  we  have  no  other  trace  of  a  Hebrew  word  nrD  in  this  sense. 
3L  has  ad  radices  montis.  —  21.  "]n]  in  the  restrictive  sense:  only  to  be  de¬ 
ceived  have  I  done  this.  —  n;S]  is  used  contemptuously  as  elsewhere. — 
22.  mn  'mtsS]  makes  the  whole  imprecation  nonsense.  Kimchi  says  it  is 
a  euphemism  for  mnS.  Clericus,  following  Abarbanel,  makes  the  meaning  to 
be  :  may  God  give  David's  enemies  the  wealth  of  Nabal,  but  this  is  quite  con¬ 
trary  to  the  uniform  sense  of  mnStt  ntvjn  no.  There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that 
the  alteration  was  made  to  save  David  from  false  swearing,  or  possibly  to 
save  the  reader  from  imprecating  a  saint.  —  mp3  pnii’D]  has  been  much  dis¬ 
cussed.  The  question  is  whether  David  means  that  he  will  not  leave  alive 
a  single  male,  or  that  he  will  not  leave  alive  even  a  dog.  The  latter  is  favoured 
by  Isaaki,  Kimchi,  and  A  Lapide,  as  it  was  earlier  by  Procopius  of  Gaza,  and 
it  is  adopted  by  Schrn.  But  it  would  hardly  occur  to  an  oriental  to  extermi¬ 
nate  the  dogs  about  his  enemy’s  village,  however  natural  it  may  be  for  a 
Roman  emperor  to  threaten  the  dogs  of  a  besieged  city  (as  was  done  by 
Aurelian  in  a  case  cited  by  Clericus  from  Bochart).  The  other  interpretation 
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which  makes  the  words  describe  every  male  of  the  threatened  family  seems  to 
agree  with  the  passages  where  the  phrase  occurs,  in  all  which  it  is  accom¬ 
panied  by  words  which  apply  to  men  and  not  to  animals.  Objections  which 
have  been  based  upon  oriental  customs  seem  not  to  have  a  basis  in  fact.  The 
1  argum  in  translating  jnD  >m  seems  to  understand  all  who  have  reached  years 
of  discretion,  while  some  expositors  have  taken  the  phrase  in  the  opposite 
sense  of  young  boys,  others  interpreting  of  the  lowest  slaves.  The  question  is 
discussed  at  length  by  Bochart,  Hierozoicon,  I.  II.  55.  —  23.  mjs-Sy  m  'sxS] 
the  phrase  has  been  confused  by  a  scribe;  restore  msN'Sy  m  'to1?  (We.). — 
24.  7cm]  is  lacking  in  ©B  which  makes  the  clause  begin  with  the  preceding 
inntrm :  and  she  prostrated  herself  on  the  ground  at  his  feet.  Repeated  pros¬ 
trations  are  in  order  however,  and  I  have  retained  (Kl.,  Bu.  read  with  © : 
vSji  *7J7  fix  inntt’m).  —  emphatic  repetition  of  the  pronoun,  Davidson, 

Syntax,  §1.  —  Jl?n]  at  the  first  blush  it  seems  as  if  Abigail  means  to  assume 
Nabal’s  guilt.  But  the  parallels,  2  S.  149  Gen.  2718,  show  that  the  blame 
which  might  fall  upon  the  person  addressed  is  assumed  by  the  speaker,  as 
the  Arab  still  says:  may  I  be  thy  ransom!  —  imm]  the  conjunction  is  omit¬ 
ted  by  ©SIL,  and  the  construction  is  quite  as  good  without  it.  omits  the 
last  three  words  of  this  verse  and  the  opening  words  of  the  next,  reading 
only :  let  thy  maid  speak  i7i  thine  ears  concerning  this  man  Nabal.  As  it  is 
difficult  to  see  why  a  translator  should  thus  shorten  the  text,  it  is  possible  that 
we  have  here  the  earlier  form  of  the  sentence.  —  25.  S>'lS2n]  lacking  in  — 
ii”x]  2  S.  167,  cf.  201.  —  L'2t-L'jj]  lacking  in  ©B,  is  more  likely  to  be 
inserted  than  to  be  omitted  by  a  scribe.  —  26.  The  verse  does  not  fit  in  the 
context  and  is  not  clear  in  itself.  It  contains  an  oath  of  Abigail’s,  but  to  what 
does  she  swear?  The  most  natural  connexion  would  be  with  what  precedes: 
Thy  servant  did  not  know  .  .  .  by  the  life  of  Yahw eh!  The  strong  assurance 
that  Yahweh  had  kept  David  back  from  bloodshed  might  perhaps  be  in  place, 
though  the  same  theme  is  treated  again  in  v.81  where  it  is  more  appropriate. 
But  even  then  the  concluding  part  of  the  verse  is  enigmatic.  Nabal  was  not 
yet  dead  or  stricken  in  any  way.  The  wish  that  David’s  enemies  should 
become  like  Nabal  is  entirely  premature.  Besides  this,  the  use  of  iti’x  instead 
of  '3  is  awkward  and  probably  points  to  interpolation.  I  suspect  the  original 
form  of  the  sentence  to  have  been:  S3J3  I'm  .  .  .  D'dtb  ni3D  *jj>jd  irx  mm  'n 
'Ui  1’2'X.  This  was  inserted  in  the  text  by  a  scribe  who  did  not  find  Abigail’s 
language  vigorous  enough,  and  was  itself  interpolated  by  the  insertion  of  the 
current  qc’BJ  'm  which  required  the  second  mm.  —  27.  D333  in  the  same  sense 
Gen.  3311  Jd.  I15  1  S.  3026.  —  N'3n]  read  nx'3n. —  28.  The  expressions  put 
into  Abigail’s  mouth  are  the  evident  sentiments  of  one  who  knew  David’s 
later  career.  It  is  not  improbable  that  this  extended  speech  is  expanded  from 
a  simpler  form.  — jdnj  m3]  235  2  S.  716  1  K.  n88  (all  late  passages).  —  mnnSn 
mm]  1817.  —  -i'D'd]  cf.  1  K.  i6  Job  27®. — 29.  Dp'i]  read  cpi  —  hypothetical 
(cf.  Dr.  Notes').  —  mm  nx]  the  bundle  is  thought  of  as  containing  the  pre¬ 
cious  things  which  the  master  of  the  house  keeps  in  his  immediate  care  — 
with  him. — jJ^pn  rp  "pro]  we  should  expect  the  3  of  comparison  and  then  jd. 
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Still  it  is  possible  that  the  sling  is  thought  of  as  the  means  of  casting  away  — 
cast  away  using  the  holder  of  the  sling ,  or  sling  azvay  with  a  sling.  —  30.  -pxi 
-ojjS]  1314.  —  31.  npio1?]  the  general  intent  of  the  passage  is  clear,  though 
this  word  occurs  only  here.  Either  i1?  or  mix'?  is  superfluous,  and  one  must 
be  stricken  out.  —  -|0tt'lu]  read  "|SS>S  with  ©  and  five  Heb.  MSS.  —  y'-’inS] 
add  -p  with  (3.  That  one's  own  hand  should  save  him,  is  a  standing  phrase, 
jd.  —  34.  intam]  a  mongrel  form,  having  both  the  preformative  of  the 
imperfect,  and  the  ending  of  the  perfect,  cf.  Ges.20  76 h,  Nestle  in  ZATW. 
XIV.  p.  319.  The  latter  author  supposes  the  form  intended  to  give  the  reader 
his  choice  of  two  forms;  Dr.  suggests  that  it  has  been  influenced  by  the 
following  inxip1?,  which  seems  to  me  more  probable.  — 35.  qua  xc’Ni]  the 
phrase  is  used  in  a  bad  sense,  to  describe  the  perversion  of  justice  by  favourit¬ 
ism.  It  seems  to  mean  to  give  any  one  pleasure  by  granting  his  request,  and 
so  to  make  the  dozuncast  face  look  up. 

36-44.  The  outcome.  —  Not  long  after  this,  Nabal  is  smitten  by 
an  act  of  God,  and  Abigail  becomes  David’s  wife.  —  36.  Abigail 
comes  home  and  finds  her  husband  in  no  condition  to  receive  an 
important  communication  —  He  had  a  banquet  like  a  king's  and 
Nabal' s  heart  was  merry  within  him,  and  he  was  excessively 
drunken ]  the  effect  is  heightened  by  the  contrast  between  his 
hilarity  and  the  danger  from  which  he  had  just  escaped,  and  also 
by  the  contrast  between  the  present  revelling  and  the  coming  blow. 

—  37.  In  the  morning,  when  he  had  somewhat  recovered  from 
his  debauch,  the  news  was  told  him.  —  At  the  shock  his  heart  died 
within  him  and  he  became  stone~\  a  stroke  of  paralysis  is  the  natural 
explanation.  —  38.  Ten  days  later,  Yahweh  smote  Nabal  with  a 
second  stroke  which  was  fatal.  —  39.  David  recognizes  that  God 
has  intervened  :  Blessed  is  Yahweh  who  has  pleaded  the  case  of 
my  insult  received  at  the  hand  of  Nabal~\  a  quarrel  between  men 
of  the  same  blood  should  be  referred  to  an  arbitrator.  One  ele¬ 
ment  of  David’s  rejoicing  is  that  Yahweh  has  so  promptly  assumed 
this  office,  the  other  is  that  he  has  kept  back  his  servant  from  evil~\ 
that  is,  from  violating  customary  law  by  shedding  Israelitic  blood. 

—  40.  David  woos  Abigail.  Marriage  of  a  widowed  person  soon 
after  bereavement  is  still  common  in  the  East.  —  41.  She  is  will¬ 
ing  to  be  the  lowliest  of  his  servants  —  a  maid  to  wash  the  feet  of 
his  slaves.  —  43.  The  account  of  Abigail  is  finished,  but  the 
author  adds  further  information  concerning  David’s  family.  First, 
David  took  Ahinoam  of  fezreel,  not  the  northern  city  of  the  name, 
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but  one  in  Judah.  —  44.  In  the  second  place,  Michal,  his  first 
wife,  had  been  given  to  Palti  ben  Laish,  of  Gallim.  Saul  re¬ 
garded  David’s  flight  as  a  desertion  of  his  wife,  which  brought  her 
back  under  her  father’s  power. 

37.  Instead  of  saying  when  the  wine  had  gone  from  Nabal,  <3  renders 
when  Nabal  had  recovered  from  the  wine.  —  38.  D'D'n]  should  perhaps  be 
D'E',  though  the  writer  may  have  in  mind  the  ten  days  (which  actually  elapsed 
in  this  case)  as  a  known  period.  —  39.  Sd:  td]  is  connected  with  m  by 
Driver.  The  other  construction  Sej  t>d  'ncin  (preferred  by  Dr.  Weir)  seems 
to  me  more  vigorous.  —  mm  sum]  as  in  the  case  of  Abimelech,  Jd.  953. 

—  So  'ES!3  mnu]  seems  to  be  parallel  to  Cant.  88.  In  the  latter  however  it 
evidently  means  to  speak  to  a  maiden’s  guardian  for  her  hand.  Abigail 
seems  to  have  had  the  disposal  of  her  own  person.  —  42.  roSnn]  the  first  n 
has  arisen  by  erroneous  duplication.  She  and  the  ten  maids  who  followed  her 
did  not  ride  —  she  rode  and  they  walked  by  her  side.  —  43.  Ahinoain  was 
also  the  name  of  Saul’s  wife,  I459.  —  SisjnpE]  a  Jezreel  in  Judah  is  men¬ 
tioned  Jos.  1550  in  the  same  group  with  Maon,  Carmel,  and  Ziph.  — 44.  There 
is  no  intimation  that  Saul  was  guilty  of  aggression  in  resuming  the  right  to 
give  his  daughter  to  another  husband.  —  'Eric]  is  in  2  S.  315.  —  tmS] 

in  2  S.  tfiS,  is  rendered  ’A fj.els  in  ©B  and  Icoas  in  <55L.  —  D’Iod]  the  only  Gal¬ 
lim  mentioned  elsewhere,  Is.  io30,  is  evidently  in  Benjamin.  <S5B  has  'Po^a 
and  ©L  ToAidfl. 

XXVI.  Saul  in  David’s  power.  —  Saul,  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
Ziphites,  again  seeks  David.  When  he  is  in  the  immediate  neigh¬ 
bourhood,  David  goes  into  the  camp  at  night.  The  whole  army  is 
overcome  by  deep  sleep,  but  he  refuses  to  allow  his  companion, 
Abishai,  to  slay  Saul.  To  show  what  the  situation  has  been,  he 
carries  away  the  king’s  spear  and  cruse  of  water.  Arrived  safely 
at  a  distance  from  the  camp,  he  calls  to  Abner  and  reproaches 
him  with  neglect  of  duty.  Saul  recognizes  David’s  voice  and  at 
David’s  expostulation  confesses  his  wrong,  after  which  each  goes 
his  way. 

The  section  is  obviously  parallel  to  24.  And  as  there  is  here  no 
reference  to  David’s  repeated  acts  of  magnanimity,  there  is  reason 
to  think  that  both  accounts  go  back  to  the  same  original.  With 
this  agrees  the  fact  that  the  Ziphites  are  active  in  both.  We  have 
no  hesitation,  therefore,  in  assuming  that  one  of  them  stood  in 
one  of  the  two  histories  of  the  period,  the  other  in  the  other. 
Budde  assigns  this  to  E,  the  other  (chap.  24)  to  J.  Of  the  two, 
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the  present  one  seems  to  me  to  be  nearer  the  event,  and  therefore 
to  belong  to  the  older  of  the  two  documents.  The  nearest  his¬ 
torical  parallel  is  Gideon’s  visit  to  the  camp  of  the  Midianites, 
Jd.  79-15,  which  is  assigned  by  competent  authorities  to  J. 

XXVI.  The  identification  of  the  narrative  with  E  seems  in  this  instance 
especially  precarious.  Budde  (A5.  228)  gives  only  the  following  marks: 
D'^nn  which  he  does  not  allow  to  be  a  mark  of  E  in  2  S.  1510;  bjyo  which 
occurs  in  this  sense  only  once — 1720;  meson  1913  but  also  1  K.  196,  which 
can  hardly  be  attributed  to  E;  David’s  standing  on  the  top  of  the  mountain 
like  Jotham,  Jd.  g1,  in  a  section  whose  authorship  is  doubtful  —  to  say  noth¬ 
ing  of  the  fact  that  so  commonplace  a  phrase  can  hardly  weigh  much  in  an 
argument;  annx  D'ni?N,  which  is  also  common  in  D;  ’L’  yin  wdnch  occurs  in 
J,  Gen.  436  Ex.  522f-;  and,  finally,  Saul’s  confession,  which  can  scarcely  be  called 
characteristic.  The  combined  force  of  these  indicia  cannot  be  very  great. 
They  would  probably  be  outweighed  by  the  single  word  nmin  which  is  char¬ 
acteristic  of  J,  Gen.  2'21  1512.  Cf.  also  did  U3  v.16,  found  in  2031  2  S.  125  neither 
one  of  which  is  E. 

1.  The  Ziphites  bring  Saul  knowledge  of  David’s  whereabouts : 
Is  not  David  hiding  himself  on  the  hill  of  Hachilah  on  the  face  of 
the  Desert ]  the  eastern  front  of  the  Desert,  where  it  breaks  down 
towards  the  Dead  Sea  is  probably  intended.  The  same  locality  is 
mentioned  2319  in  our  present  text.  —  2.  Saul’s  force  here  con¬ 
sists  of  three  thousand  men  as  in  24s.  —  3,  4.  On  discovering  that 
an  invasion  was  on  foot,  David  sent  out  spies,  and  knew  that 
Saul  had  come  to]  some  particular  spot  whose  name  is  now  lost. 
—  5.  He  was  able  to  make  out  the  place  where  Saul  was  lying 
with  the  people  camping  about  him.  —  6.  David  asks  his  two 
companions  :  Who  will  go  down  with  me  to  Saul,  to  the  camp  ?] 
Abishai  his  nephew  volunteers.  —  7.  When  they  came  into  the 
camp,  Saul  was  lying  asleep  in  the  .  .  .  and  his  spear  was  struck 
into  the  earth  at  his  head.  The  lance  standing  upright  is  still  the 
sign  of  the  Sheikh’s  quarters  among  the  Arabs.  Doughty,  I.  p.  221. 
WRSmith,  Kinship,  p.  271.  —  8.  Abishai  wishes  to  avail  himself 
of  the  opportunity :  Let  me  smite  him  with  his  spear  i?ito  the 
earth]  meaning  to  strike  the  spear  through  him  into  the  earth. 
There  may  be  a  designed  reminiscence  of  Saul’s  purpose  to  pin 
David  to  the  wall,  1811  1910.  One  blow  would  be  all  that  was 
needed.  —  9.  David  forbids  him  :  For  who  can  lav  his  hand  on 
the  Anointed  of  Yahweh  and  be  innocent?]  the  reverence  for  the 
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king  is  the  same  as  in  24®  ■  there  more  pronounced  if  anything. 
— 10.  David’s  intention  is  to  leave  Saul  in  the  hand  of  God  — 
either  Yahweh  shall  smite  him\  by  a  direct  stroke,  as  in  the  case 
of  Nabal,  or  his  day  shall  come  and  he  shall  die ]  in  accordance 
with  a  decree  already  fixed,  or  he  shall  go  down  into  battle  and 
meet  his  end.  In  any  case,  David  refuses  to  take  the  matter  into 
his  own  hand.  — 11.  Repeating  his  refusal,  he  directs  Abishai  to 
take  the  spear  and  the  jug  of  water.  — 12.  With  these  trophies, 
David  and  his  lieutenant  went  their  way,  and  no  one  saw,  and  no 
one  knew,  and  no  one  awoke,  for  all  of  them  were  asleep,  for  a 
deep  sleep  from  Yahweh  had  fallen  upon  theni\  like  Adam’s  uncon¬ 
sciousness,  Gen.  221. 

1.  On  reviewing  2319  and  its  relation  to  the  present  verse  it  seems  to  me 
not  unlikely  that  the  two  were  originally  identical.  That  is  :  this  account  was 
originally  in  direct  sequence  to  2318,  and  has  now  been  displaced  by  the 
fuller  (double)  story  contained  in  2319-2423.  —  n'j'on]  a  number  of  Heb.  MSS. 
have  nS’tin,  and  S>  seems  to  have  read  n?'in. —  4.  jutSn]  the  name  of  a 
place  is  expected,  as  was  already  evident  to  Schm.  who  translates  ad  certum 
{locum).  ©  AB  has  e/c  KeeiAa,  ©L  els  SfxeAa'y,  neither  of  which  will  do.  Pos¬ 
sibly  we  should  read  inru  “jn —  to  the  point  just  in  front  of  him.  —  5.  ©AB 
omits  the  clause  “jins'  .  .  .  nto  by  homeoteleuton.  —  Sjjjd]  occurs  also  1720, 
but  what  is  meant  is  unknown.  ©  has  here  \afjLiti\vi},  a  covered  chariot.  It  is 
perhaps  no  objection  to  this  that  it  would  not  fit  1729.  But  the  fact  that 
Abishai  wants  to  pin  the  king  to  the  ground  shows  that  he  was  not  sleeping 
in  a  chariot  or  on  a  couch.  ms’iiD  Kt.:  VTO'OD  Qre  both  here  and  in  v.7. 
—  6.  pm]  David  answers  his  own  thought.  —  qSc'nx]  one  of  the  numerous 
foreigners  who  joined  David’s  force  —  a  Hittite  like  Uriah.  On  the  Hittites 
cf.  Moore  on  Jd.  3s.  —  'SUft]  from  the  analogy  of  other  proper  names,  the 
second  member  of  the  word  should  be  the  name  of  a  god.  —  nuns]  the  sister 
of  David,  according  to  1  Chr.  218.  If  this  be  correct,  we  can  account  for  the 
designation  of  her  sons  by  her  name  (rather  than  that  of  their  father)  only  by 
supposing  that  their  father  was  a  foreigner,  and  the  marriage  was  one  of  those 
in  which  the  wife  remained  in  her  own  clan  and  the  children  were  counted  to 
that  clan,  cf.  2  S.  I72S.  —  8.  "piN  Qre  is  to  be  preferred.  —  pNtil  nuna]  as 
pointed  out  by  Krenkel  ( ZA  TW.  II.  p.  310)  we  should  read  pN2  lnuna  for 
the  fact  that  Saul’s  own  spear  was  to  be  used  is  important.  The  conjunction 
is  not  read  by  ©II,  while  renders  iii>N  run  iron.  —  9.  rhw ’d]  should  be 
followed  by  the  reverse  tense,  not  by  npji  as  here.  A  1  seems  to  have  fallen 
out  after  ’D  (cf.  Dr.,  Notes)  —  this  is  favoured  by  ©. —  10.  dn  ’3]  cannot  be 
the  adversative  particle,  nor  can  it  introduce  the  substance  of  the  oath  after 
Dim  in  for  it  would  give  a  meaning  the  reverse  of  what  David  intends.  The 
in  therefore  must  introduce  the  substance  of  the  oath,  which  is  stated  in  three 
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possibilities,  of  which  on  indicates  the  first,  the  others  following  with  in. — 
12.  tiO'NId]  as  suggested  by  We.,  a  D  has  probably  fallen  out  before  this 
word,  the  preceding  word  ending  with  the  same  letter.  The  unusual  termi¬ 
nation  is  probably  a  corruption  of  the  suffix  —  read  intt’SODD  striking  out  blNO>. 
The  received  text  seems  to  be  defended  in  Ges.26  87  s. 

13.  David  went  across  and  stood  upon  the  top  of  a  mountain 
far  away ]  the  power  of  the  orientals  to  make  their  voices  heard 
at  a  long  distance  has  often  been  remarked  by  travellers. — 
14.  David  calls  Abner,  making  the  greater  impression  upon  Saul 
by  not  directly  addressing  him.  The  reading  of  (©B  for  Abner’s 
answer  is,  therefore,  to  be  preferred  :  Who  art  thou  that  callest? 
David  had  not  called  the  king  at  all.  — 15.  Having  got  Abner’s 
attention,  David  reads  him  a  lesson  :  Art  not  thou  a  man  ?  And 
who  is  like  thee  in  Israel ?  Why  then  hast  thou  not  kept  guard 
over  thy  Lord  the  king?  For  there  came  one  of  the  people  to 
destroy  the  king,  thy  Lord !  The  sarcastic  questions  put  the  state 
of  the  case  with  startling  vividness.  — 16.  Pronouncing  them 
deserving  of  death  for  their  neglect,  he  calls  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  king’s  spear  and  water  vessel  are  missing.  This  is  evi¬ 
dence  enough  of  the  truth  of  what  he  is  saying.  — 17.  Saul  recog¬ 
nizes  David’s  voice,  and  the  recollections  called  up  by  the  sound 
are  expressed  in  his  words :  Is  this  thy  voice,  my  son  David ? 
Evidently  the  old  affection  has  been  touched.  — 18.  Having  got 
a  hearing,  David  expostulates  freely :  Why  is  it  that  my  Lord  is 
pursuing  his  servant?  The  further  questions  are  in  reality  asser¬ 
tions  of  his  innocence.  — 19.  Discussion  of  the  cause  of  the  king’s 
enmity  follows.  David  can  account  for  it  only  on  the  theory  that 
external  influences  have  wrought  upon  the  mind  of  the  king. 
These  may  be  human  or  superhuman.  On  the  one  hand  :  If 
Yahweh  has  instigated  thee  against  me]  as  he  afterwards  instigated 
David  against  Israel,  2  S.  241.  The  wrath  of  Yahweh  against 
David  is  conceived  of  as  the  cause  of  Saul’s  action.  The  theolo¬ 
gians  are  compelled  to  explain  Yahweh’s  causation  as  permissive, 
Satan  being  the  real  instigator,  as  in  x  Chr.  211.  Let  him  inhale 
an  offering ]  the  sacrifice  ascending  in  smoke  was  appropriated  by 
the  deity  through  the  sense  of  smell.  Thus  when  angry  he  was 
placated,  as  in  the  time  of  Noah,  Gen.  821  (J.).  But  if  they  be 
men,  cursed  be  they  before  Yahweh']  the  imprecation  will  fall  upon 
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them  and  punish  them.  For  they  have  now  driven  me  from  union 
with  the  inheritance  of  Yahweh,  saying:  Go  serve  other  gods! 
The  inheritance  of  Yahweh  is  the  territory  of  Israel.  Yahweh  can 
be  served  only  in  his  own  land.  The  exile  is  compelled  to  serve 
the  gods  of  the  land  in  which  he  sojourns,  Jer.  519.  —  20.  David 
prays  that  his  blood  may  not  be  shed  away  from  the  presence  of 
Yahweh!]  where  it  would  not  be  avenged,  for  Yahweh  is  the 
avenger  of  wrong  done  to  his  servants.  The  reason  for  the 
prayer  is  that  he  is  helpless  against  the  superior  might  of  Saul : 
For  the  king  of  Israel  is  cotne  out  to  seek  my  life,  as  the  eagle  hunts 
the  partridge  on  the  mountains].  This  emended  reading  gives  a 
sense  more  in  accord  with  the  context  than  the  traditional  pf.  — 
21.  Saul  confesses  his  wrong  and  invites  David  to  return.  I  have 
done  foolishly  and  have  erred  exceedingly.  —  22.  David  does  not 
notice  the  invitation,  but  only  says:  Behold  the  spear,  O  king! 
Let  one  of  the  young  men  come  over  and  take  it.  —  23,  24.  Final 
repetition  of  the  prayer :  May  Yahweh  reward  each  one's  right¬ 
eousness  and  fidelity]  in  such  a  way  that  David’s  life  may  be 
treated  as  generously  as  he  had  treated  Saul’s  life.  —  25.  Saul 
prophesies  David’s  success  in  general  terms.  There  is  no  distinct 
allusion  to  the  kingdom  like  the  one  in  2421. 

13.  inn]  the  particular  mountain  which  was  adapted  for  his  purpose. — 

14.  q^Dn'^X  nxip]  <5  koXSiv  (§b:  6  Ka\Zv  fxe  ;  t is  el,  av;  (55L.  The  shorter 
form  is  to  be  preferred.  It  was  supplemented  by  a  scribe  who  realized  that 
the  calling  to  Abner  would  affect  Saul :  qui  clamas  et  inquiitas  regem  If.  — 

15.  *?x  mt!']  we  should  read  ‘yy  as  in  the  next  verse.  — 16.  nin-n2]  cf.  2031 
2  S.  125.  —  nnmrnxi]  is  corrected  by  Bu.  to  nnox  ’Xi.  But  it  seems  not  un¬ 
likely  that  the  governing  force  of  the  first  ’X  was  in  the  writer’s  mind  so  that 
he  could  use  the  accusative  particle,  Davidson,  Syntax,  72,  Rem.  4.  — ■ 
17.  ’Sip]  Sov\6s  (tou  dAB.  “The  more  courtly  is  less  original”  (We.). 
— 19.  noPDriD]  the  verb  is  rare,  but  there  seems  to  be  no  doubt  as  to  the 
meaning,  cf.  the  Niphal  in  Is.  141.  —  20.  inx  tyjns]  is  the  same  phrase  used 
in  2415.  There  it  is  in  place  after  the  question  after  whom,  etc.  But  here  the 
thought  is  not  the  insignificance  of  David,  but  his  helplessness.  (®AB  reads 
'em),  which  is  also  favoured  by  nx,  which  is  ungrammatical  in  the  present  text. 
—  •ViJ’Xd]  the  conjecture  of  Kl.  who  reads  nxjo  has  everything  in  its  favour. 
Only  thus  is  the  comparison  fully  expressed.  —  xnpn]  the  partridge  is  named 
from  its  loud  clear  note.*  —  22.  rvjnn  Kt.~\  the  Qre  demands  n\jn,  making 


*  Readers  of  Ginsburg’s  text  will  be  puzzled  by  the  word  icxS  near  the  opening 
of  v.20.  It  is  a  purely  clerical  error,  the  copyist  having  duplicated  the  word  just 
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iVnn  the  genitive.  But  the  Ktib  may  be  retained,  making  "iSon  the  vocative. 
—  23.  to]  is  doubtless  to  be  corrected  to  no  with  the  versions. 

1  Samuel  XXVII.-2  Samuel  I.  David  as  Vassal  of  the  Phil¬ 
istines. 

XXVII.  1  .-XXVIII.  2.  David  enters  the  service  of  Achish, 
King  of  Gath.  —  Despairing  of  safety  in  the  way  in  which  he  has 
been  living,  David  resorts  to  Achish  and  is  received  by  him. 
Finding  life  in  the  capital  not  to  his  taste,  he  begs  a  town  for 
himself,  which  he  may  hold  as  an  outpost  of  the  kingdom.  He 
receives  Ziklag,  and  when  settled  there  carries  on  constant  warfare 
with  the  Bedawin.  By  representing  that  his  raids  are  carried  on 
against  the  Judahite  clans,  he  gives  his  chief  the  impression  that 
he  has  entirely  estranged  himself  from  his  people.  The  confi¬ 
dence  of  the  king  is  thereby  so  strengthened  that  when  the  Philis¬ 
tines  muster  their  forces  for  an  invasion  of  Israel,  Achish  summons 
David  to  follow  and  makes  him  the  guardian  of  his  person. 

The  paragraph  evidently  knows  nothing  of  David’s  having  once 
attempted  to  join  the  court  of  Gath,  2111'16.  It  is  remarkable  for 
its  silence  concerning  the  oracle  and  the  warning  given  to  David 
to  remain  in  the  land  of  Judah,  22s.  It  presupposes  the  marriage 
with  Abigail,  unless  the  mention  of  her  in  v.3  be  an  interpolation. 
It  does  not  seem  directly  to  continue  26,  for  David’s  experience 
there  related  was  calculated  to  encourage  rather  than  to  discourage 
him.  The  only  part  of  the  preceding  narrative  which  would  natu¬ 
rally  lead  up  to  this  is  2319-28,  where  David  is  nearly  captured  by 
Saul  and  escapes  only  because  Saul  is  called  away  by  an  invasion 
of  the  Philistines. 

1.  David  said  to  himself :  Now  I  shall  be  destroyed  some  day 
by  the  hand  of  Saul ;  the  only  good  thing  is  that  I  should  escape  to 
the  land  of  the  Philistines.  There,  of  course,  he  would  be  out  of 
his  enemy’s  reach ;  Saul  would  therefore  despair  of  him  and  not 
seek  him  further.  Schm.  finds  this  move  of  David’s  a  result  of 
carnal  lack  of  faith.  —  2.  He  therefore  went  with  his  band  to 

above  in  the  next  line,  instead  of  giving  nxiN  which  belongs  here.  The  new  and 
ostensibly  most  correct  edition  of  the  text  has  thus  added  a  serious  blunder  to  the 
list  already  known  to  us  —  and  this  in  spite  of  the  modern  advantages  of  proof¬ 
reading. 
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Achish  ben  Maoch,  king  of  GatK\  the  accession  of  such  a  band 
would  be  welcome  to  a  ruler  whose  territory  was  open  to  inroads 
from  the  Bedawin.  We  may  readily  suppose  that  David  did  not 
take  this  step  without  previous  negotiations.  —  3.  At  first  they 
resided  in  Gath  itself,  each  with  his  house']  the  band  was  already 
becoming  a  clan.  The  number  of  people  thus  brought  to  Gath 
might  be  inconvenient  to  the  king.  —  5.  David  represents  to 
Achish  the  desirability  of  his  having  another  residence  in  one  of  the 
towns  of  the  open  country]  he  might  readily  plead  the  advantage 
of  such  a  situation  in  guarding  the  frontier.  His  own  interest  was, 
no  doubt,  to  prevent  amalgamation  of  his  men  with  the  Philis¬ 
tines.  His  language  conveys  the  impression  that  it  was  too  high 
an  honour  to  dwell  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  king.  —  6.  Zik- 
lag  is  mentioned  among  the  towns  of  Judah,  Jos.  1531,  and  again 
in  the  list  of  Simeon,  Jos.  195.  The  indications  are  not  sufficiently 
definite  to  enable  us  to  identify  the  site.  The  second  half  of  the 
verse  tells  us  that  Ziklag  has  belo7iged  to  the  kings  of  Judah  until 
this  day.  As  we  have  no  other  instance  of  the  phrase  kings  of 
Judah  in  the  Books  of  Samuel,  we  may  regard  this  sentence  as  an 
interpolation.  It  implies  that  Ziklag  would  naturally  belong  to 
the  northern  kingdom  (as  Beersheba  did),  but  was  kept  by  the 
family  of  David,  whose  title  dated  from  the  donation  of  Achish. 
—  7.  The  time  of  David’s  sojourn  is  four  months  according  to 
0,  a  year  and  four  months  according  to  Pj.  Both  seem  too 
short  according  to  Achish’s  own  statement,  29s. 

The  section  8-12  (according  to  We.  7~12)  is  in  contradiction  with 
the  preceding,  in  that  Gath  is  its  scene.  It  is  therefore  thought 
by  some  to  be  an  interpolation.  On  the  other  hand,  the  verses  5~7 
may  be  the  interpolation.  Their  excision  leaves  the  narrative 
free  from  difficulty.  But  they  are  the  necessary  preparation  for 
30,  so  that  we  must  suppose  them  a  part  of  the  document  from 
which  that  chapter  is  taken. 

1.  ncDx]  cf.  2610.  —  seems  not  to  be  used  in  this  sense  elsewhere, 

but  is  confirmed  by  —  '3]  we  expect  ax  '3,  and  on  the  ground  of  ©  we  may 
assume  that  the  original  was  ahnx  nx  '3  in  which  the  loss  of  ox  is  easily  ac¬ 
counted  for.  —  UDD]  is  not  represented  in  ©AB  and  can  well  be  spared. — 
2.  niXD"tr^’i]  mpaKoaioi  ©B. —  3.  n'hmsn]  better  read  the  masculine  form 
to  agree  with  Saj  (©).  — 4.  f|Di']  read  >]D'  with  the  Qre.  —  6.  jSpx]  the 
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identification  proposed  by  Conder  (cited  by  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  185)  seems  to  have 
no  sufficient  ground.  —  7.  The  verse  is  said  by  Bu.  (A5.  p.  231)  to  be  mis¬ 
placed.  It  is  possibly  an  interpolation  like  the  most  of  such  data.  <31L  read 
four  months,  and  the  D'D’  may  have  arisen  by  duplication  of  the  two  letters 
preceding.  <3X  renders  Ti  nyunx  'D',  which  shows  how  the  reading  might  arise. 
That  four  months  is  too  short  a  time  for  the  actual  duration  of  David’s  sojourn 
is  evident,  but  so  is  a  year  and  four  months.  —  D'D']  for  a  year,  Jd.  1 710  2  S.  1426. 

Objection  to  the  coherence  of  8-12  with  the  rest  of  the  chapter  is  raised  by 
Stade,  G  VI.  I.  p.  252  and  by  We.,  TBS.  p.  140  (who  includes  v.7),  cf.  Comp. 
p.  253.  The  defence  of  the  verses  is  undertaken  by  Kamphausen,  ZA  T IV. 
VI.  p.  85  f.,  and  he  is  supported  by  Kittel.  The  two  parts  of  the  chapter  cer¬ 
tainly  do  not  fit  well  together,  though  both  seem  historically  probable.  The 
natural  supposition  is  that  we  have  two  sources  combined. 

8.  When  settled  in  his  new  quarters,  David  made  raids  upon 
the  Gizrites  and  the  Amalekites]  the  Geshurites  seem  to  have  come 
into  the  received  text  by  mistake.  The  Gizrites,  being  Canaan- 
ites,  and  the  Amalekites,  being  Bedawin,  were  legitimate  prey  for 
both  Philistine  and  Israel.  But,  owing  to  the  location  of  Gezer, 
it  seems  better  to  substitute  the  Perizzites  for  the  Gizrites  in 
the  text.  —  For  these  tribes  dwell  in  the  land  which  stretches  from 
Telam  in  the  direction  of  Shur  to  the  land  of  Egypt]  for  justifica¬ 
tion  of  the  reading,  see  the  critical  note.  —  9.  And  David  would 
smite  the  land]  habitually  is  implied  in  the  form  of  the  verb ; 
and  not  leave  alive  man  or  woman]  the  method  is  too  well 
known  to  excite  surprise.  That  he  returned  to  Achish  seems 
to  make  Gath  the  starting  point  of  the  raids.  — 10.  To  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  Achish  :  Where  have  you  raided  to-day  ?  David  would 
return  a  misleading  answer:  Against  the  Negeb  of  Judah,  or 
against  the  Negeb  of  the  Jeracluneelite,  or  against  the  Negeb  of  the 
Kenite]  the  Negeb  is  the  southern  district  of  Palestine,  bordering 
on  the  desert.  David  names  Judah  and  two  related  clans  —  his 
friendly  relations  with  them  are  indicated  by  his  gifts,  3°29. 
Jerachmeel  is,  in  fact,  reckoned  as  one  of  the  clans  of  Judah  in 
1  Chr.  29  42.  — 11.  The  first  part  of  the  verse  is  really  a  paren¬ 
thetical  remark,  explaining  how  David  was  not  detected.  The 
main  narrative  is  taken  up  in  the  concluding  portion  :  Tims  did 
David,  and  such  was  his  custom  all  the  days  which  he  dwelt  in  the 
country  of  the  Philistines.  — 12.  The  result  was  that  Achish  trusted 
David,  thinking  that  he  had  broken  finally  with  Israel  and  would 


XXVII.  S-XXVIII.  2 


237 


be  his  perpetual  vassal.  —  XXVIII.  1.  The  previous  narrative 
evidently  leads  up  to  the  expression  of  confidence  given  by  Achish 
when  he  commands  David  :  Be  sure  that  thou  shalt  go  out  with 
vie  to  the  camp,  thou  and  thy  men.  That  the  occasion  was  em¬ 
barrassing  to  David  we  may  well  believe.  —  2.  His  reply  is 
designedly  ambiguous.  The  author,  who  makes  him  so  careful 
to  spare  Israel  in  his  raids,  certainly  did  not  suppose  that  he 
would  take  part  in  the  battle  on  the  Philistine  side.  Achish 
understands  David  to  promise  great  deeds,  and  says :  Therefore 
[in  case  the  promise  is  kept]  I  will  make  thee  keeper  of  my  head 
forever\  that  is,  captain  of  the  bodyguard. 

8.  vum  nitt’jn]  the  Geshurites  certainly  do  not  belong  here,  and  the 
second  word  is  unheard  of  elsewhere.  The  Qre  substitutes  nT.VU  which 
would  perhaps  do,  as  Gezer  was  Canaanitish  down  to  the  time  of  Solomon, 
1  K.  916.  But  I  suspect  ’nan  (Dt.  f)  to  be  original  —  notice  the  resem¬ 
blance  of  J  and  2  in  the  older  alphabet.  ©B  has  only  one  of  the  two  names. 
Against  Gezer  is  to  be  urged  its  location,  too  far  north  for  David’s  forays 
(cf.  Moore,  Judges,  p.  48). — run]  must  refer  to  the  tribes  just  mentioned. 
The  feminine  plural  in  such  cases  is  unusual  but  not  unintelligible. —  dSi;!d] 
does  not  fit  in  this  context.  We.,  Dr.,  correct  to  oSbd  following  a  hint 
given  by  ten  MSS.  of  ©  (HP.).  Telani,  as  shown  above  (on  154),  was  a 
place  on  the  southern  border  of  Judah.  —  9.  noni]  the  tense  indicates  repeated 
or  habitual  action,  whereas  2cm  calls  attention  to  what  took  place  in  each 
single  instance.  - — - 10.  Sx]  should  apparently  be  px  which  is  found  in  some 
MSS.  of  and  sustained  by  S®,  whereas  ©1L  seem  to  render  ’D  *?N  or  ’D  by.  — 
11.  nop  no  nDNh]  it  is  highly  unnatural  to  make  in  nop  no  the  speech  of  the 
supposed  fugitive  and  what  follows  the  statement  of  the  narrator.  This  into 
should  be  stricken  out,  and  the  whole  half  verse  made  the  narrator’s  state¬ 
ment.  This  is  supported  by  3L.  Kl.  supposes  the  first  half  of  the  verse  to  be 
a  gloss,  and  this  is  not  improbable. —  12.  tpiNon]  Gen.  34s0  Ex.  521.  —  L’«na”o] 
some  MSS.  and  editions  have  Snto”. —  XXVIII.  2.  pS]  lacking  in  3L,  should 
perhaps  be  emended  to  pN,  though  David’s  thought  may  be :  because  of  this 
expression  of  confidence.  For  nnx  read  nnj?  with  ©3L.  —  vo>NnS  ncti’]  the 
equivalent  in  ©,  apx«r&p.aTo<p\jAa£,  is  the  title  of  the  chief  of  the  bodyguard 
at  the  court  of  the  Ptolemies,  cf.  Deissmann,  Bibelstudien  (1895),  P-  93- 

XXVIII.  3-25.  Saul’s  fate  pronounced.  —  Saul  in  fear  of  the 
Philistines  seeks  divine  guidance,  but  receives  none  by  the  ap¬ 
pointed  means  of  grace.  In  his  despair  he  seeks  out  a  necro¬ 
mancer,  though  he  had  formerly  exterminated  such  from  Israel,  so 
far  as  was  in  his  power.  Informed  of  one,  he  visits  her,  and  she 
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calls  up  the  shade  of  Samuel.  But  the  spirit  only  denounces  the 
punishment  in  store  for  Saul.  Overcome  by  the  sentence,  Saul 
falls  prostrate  to  the  earth,  but  is  roused  and  induced  to  break  his 
fast  by  the  woman  whose  guest  he  is. 

The  section  breaks  the  connexion  of  the  narrative  and  is  un¬ 
doubtedly  from  another  document.  What  that  document  is  can 
scarcely  be  doubtful  from  the  position  given  to  Samuel.  Although 
dead,  he  appears  as  the  same  instrument  of  Yahweh’s  will  who 
appointed  and  dethroned  Saul.  The  last  scene  in  Saul’s  life  is  the 
last  appearance  of  Samuel.  There  is  no  need  therefore  to  suppose 
vv.1718,  which  allude  directly  to  Saul’s  disobedience,  to  be  later 
interpolation.  In  a  sense,  the  picture  presented  by  chapter  15  is 
not  complete  without  this  sequel. 

3-25.  The  position  of  Samuel  in  this  document  is  sufficient  to  identify  it  as 
a  part  of  the  history  from  which  chapter  15  is  taken.  The  secondary  nature 
of  v.uf-  is  indicated  by  Bu.  in  his  edition  of  the  text,  but  can  hardly  be  main¬ 
tained  when  the  connexion  with  15  is  seen.  It  is  also  unfortunate  that  Bu. 
should  displace  the  section,  ranging  it  between  30  and  31.  As  part  of  a  dif¬ 
ferent  document  it  must  break  the  connexion  wherever  it  is  placed,  and  we 
have  no  evidence  that  as  a  part  of  the  Books  of  Samuel  it  ever  occupied  any 
but  its  Massoretic  position.  The  reason  urged  is  that  the  geographical  situa¬ 
tion  is  more  advanced  here  than  in  chapter  29.  But  this  ignores  the  fact  that 
this  account  was  written  with  the  scene  of  Saul’s  death  in  mind,  and  that  it 
intended  to  ignore  the  history  in  which  it  is  now  imbedded.  On  the  critical 
questions  cf.  Stade’s  review  of  Bu.  ( ThLZ .  1896,  col.  8).  We.  calls  attention 
to  the  resemblance  to  15  ( Comp .  p.  254). 

3.  The  verse  prepares  for  the  following  narrative  by  telling, 
first,  that  Samuel  was  dead  —  and  so  could  not  be  consulted  by 
Saul  except  by  calling  up  his  shade.  The  language  —  Samuel 
had  died  and  all  Israel  had  mourned  for  him  and  had  buried  him 
in  Ramah  his  city  —  is  in  substance  a  repetition  of  251.  The  next 
statement  explains  the  difficulty  Saul  had  in  finding  the  means 
of  communicating  with  the  shades  —  he  had  removed  the  talismatis 
and  necromantic  charms  from  the  land.  This  was  in  accordance 
with  the  Deuteronomic  law,  Dt.  1 811.  That  the  magical  or  idola¬ 
trous  apparatus  is  intended,  rather  than  the  persons  who  made  use 
of  them,  will  be  evident  on  considering  the  passages  in  point. 
That  the  persons  also  were  not  spared  is  probably  true. 
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3.  rvj,’3i]  is  superfluous;  is  read  by  ®3L  and  4  MSS.  of  The 

word  seems  to  represent  tmaa  of  251,  for  which  it  was  substituted  in  the  trans¬ 
fer,  to  avoid  scandal.  —  rroNfi]  the  word  has  generally  been  understood  of 
the  familiar  spirits  who  are  (as  alleged)  subservient  to  the  soothsayers;  the 
derived  meaning  is  supposed  to  be  the  necromancers  who  make  use  of  such 
spirits.  The  Hebrew  Lexicon  of  BDB.  makes  jin  always  mean  either  necro¬ 
mancer  or  necromancy.  Neither  definition  seems  to  fit  all  the  cases.  Not  to 
speak  of  the  difficulty  in  supposing  the  same  word  to  designate  both  the  spirit 
and  the  medium,  or  both  the  necromancer  and  his  art,  I  would  urge,  first,  the 
feminine  form  of  the  word,  which  makes  it  doubtful  whether  it  can  be  referred 
to  necromancers.  It  can  hardly  be  claimed  that  these  were  so  uniformly 
women  that  the  gender  of  the  word  represents  that  fact.  More  significant  is 
the  fact  that  in  the  majority  of  cases  a  in  is  classed  not  with  persons,  but  with 
things  —  objects  of  idolatrous  or  superstitious  practices.  Thus  in  the  familiar 
passage  in  Isaiah  (819)  :  and  when  they  say  :  Seek  the  max  and  the  D’jjn'  who 
chirp  and  mutter,  the  contrast  is  drawn  between  these  and  God,  and  the  most 
natural  interpretation  makes  them  some  sort  of  idol.  Again  we  are  told 
(Is.  193)  that  Egypt  shall  seek  the  idols  (o'S'Sn)  and  the  D'BN  and  the  max 
and  the  D’jjn',  where  it  is  certainly  not  violent  to  interpret  all  the  words  as 
designating  objects  of  the  same  class.  The  author  of  Kings  (2  K.  2324)  tells 
us  that  Josiah  destroyed  the  max  and  the  2'jjjt  and  the  Teraphim  and  the 
idols  and  the  abominations  —  the  last  three  are  certainly  objects  of  devotion, 
and  the  verb  used  (ijn)  is  more  appropriate  to  the  destruction  of  these  than 
to  the  slaying  of  men.  More  significant  is  the  assertion  (2  K.  21s)  that 
Manasseh  made  fvy)  an  aiN  and  a  njrv  which  could  be  said  only  of  a  talis¬ 
man  or  fetish.  There  seems  to  be  no  passage  which  is  inconsistent  with  this. 
Dt.  i810f-  commands:  There  shall  not  be  in  thee  ...  a  diviner,  a  soothsayer 
or  an  enchanter  or  a  sorcerer  or  one  who  binds  spells,  or  one  that  asks  a  in  or 
ijjjt,  or  one  that  inquires  of  the  dead,  where  the  aiN  (not  the  aiN  itself) 
is  parallel  with  the  soothsayers  and  enchanters.  Should  it  be  objected  that 
a  fetish  cannot  speak,  we  may  reply  that  the  Teraphim  are  declared  to  speak 
falsehood  (Zech.  102),  a  case  which  clearly  refutes  the  objection.  Many  idols 
and  fetishes  are  supposed  to  give  revelations  to  their  devotees.  The  prohi¬ 
bition  to  go  a  whoring  after  the  ni3N  and  the  D\jyT  (Lev.  206)  is  entirely  in 
accord  with  my  supposition,  and  so  is  the  sentence  pronounced  upon  man  or 
woman  with  whom  is  an  aiN  (Lev.  2027).  Not  much  stress  can  be  laid  upon 
Jewish  tradition  in  this  matter,  but  it  is  significant  that  the  Talmud  makes  a 
31N  hyn  one  who  asks  the  skull  of  a  dead  man  (the  citation  is  given  by  Levy, 
NHWB.  s.v.  aiN),  and  in  another  place  the  Teraphim  of  Laban  are  said  to 
give  him  knowledge  of  the  future,  and  to  consist  of  a  human  head  (that  of 
Adam)  cut  off  and  preserved  by  means  of  spices  (the  citation  from  Elias  Levita 
in  Selden,  De  Diis  Syris,  Syntagma  I.  Cap.  II.).  In  the  same  connexion  may 
be  mentioned  the  yrv>  of  Rabbinical  tradition,  which  is  defined  to  be  an  ani¬ 
mal  (or  bird)  whose  bones  the  soothsayer  took  in  his  mouth,  and  they  gave 
responses  of  themselves  (Levy,  s.v.).  Bearing  in  mind  the  widespread  use 
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of  parts  of  the  human  body  in  magical  rites,  it  does  not  seem  too  bold  to  con¬ 
jecture  that  the  was  a  human  skull  (the  root  possibly  means  to  be  hollow') 
which  was  prepared  by  superstitious  rites  for  magical  use.  The  owner  of  such 
a  talisman  would  be  prepared  to  divine  by  it.  The  jin'  r  J;'J  of  this  chapter 
would  then  be  the  sister  of  the  own  nSjn  of  Nah.  34;  the  figurative  use  of 
the  latter  phrase  does  not  interfere  with  the  parallel.  —  C’J'n'n]  always  men¬ 
tioned  in  connexion  with  JIN',  are  something  of  the  same  nature.  The  reader 
may  consult  Driver  on  Dt.  i8u  with  his  references;  Noldeke  in  ZDMG. 
XXVIII.  p.  667;  Stade,  GVI.  I.  pp.  425,  504;  Koni g,  Offenbarungsbegriff  des 
Alten  Testamentes  (1882),  II.  p.  150. 

4.  The  Philistine  camp  was  at  Shunem,  at  the  west  foot  of  the 
ridge  now  called  Jebel  Dahi.  Saul  mustered  his  forces  on  Gilboa, 
a  ridge  running  southeast  from  the  eastern  end  of  the  great  plain. 
The  Philistines  easily  commanded  the  plain,  the  Israelites  rallied 
on  the  hills.  —  5,  6.  Saul,  terrified  at  the  sight  of  the  enemy’s 
force,  asked  of  Yahweh,  bat  Yahweh  did  not  answer  him,  either 
by  dreams,  or  by  Urim,  or  by  prophets ]  all  three  are  recognized 
methods  of  divine  communication  in  the  Old  Testament.  The 
Chronicler  regards  Saul’s  recourse  to  the  necromancer  as  a  refusal 
to  seek  Yahweh,  1  Chr.  iou,  and  therefore  a  part  of  the  sin  for 
which  he  is  slain.  But  this  is  not  the  mind  of  the  present  writer, 
to  whom  Saul  is  a  man  driven  to  desperation  by  the  failure  of 
every  attempt  to  ascertain  the  will  of  Yahweh.  —  7.  In  this  strait 
the  king  inquires  for  a  woman  who  possesses  a  talisman  of  sufficient 
power  to  summon  the  dead.  The  universality  of  the  belief  that 
the  shades  can  be  summoned  by  the  one  who  possesses  the  means 
needs  no  comment.  Endor  (the  fountain  of  Dor)  still  bears  its 
ancient  name  and  is  a  poor  village  on  the  slope  of  Jebel  Dahi.  A 
description  of  the  locality  is  given  by  Stanley.*  —  8.  Saul,  for  very 
obvious  reasons,  disguised  himself,  cf.  1  K.  2230.  Coming  to  the 
woman  he  makes  his  request :  Divine  for  me  by  the  talisman  and 
bring  up  for  me  the  one  whom  I  shall  say ]  the  power  of  the 
woman  to  do  what  she  was  asked  seems  not  to  be  doubted  by  the 
narrator.  —  9,  10.  In  view  of  Saul’s  treatment  of  the  necroman¬ 
cers,  the  woman  suspects  that  her  guest  is  laying  a  snare  for  her 
life~\  expecting  to  inform  against  her.  Saul  reassures  her  by  an 
oath  :  no  guilt  shall  come  upon  thee  for  this  thing.  — 11,  12.  Saul 


*  Sinai  and  Palestine,  p.  337, 
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demands  Samuel :  And  the  woman  saw  Samuel  and  cried  out  with 

a  loud  voice ]  the  more  sober  Protestant  commentators  see  that  it 
is  unreasonable  to  suppose  the  souls  of  the  departed  subject  to 
such  calls,  and  therefore  suppose  the  Devil  to  assume  the  form  of 
the  one  invoked.  But  this  is  contrary  to  the  assertion  that  the 
woman  saw  Samuel.  For  the  method  of  the  necromancer,  which 
the  narrator  probably  pictured  with  fidelity,  it  may  be  worth  while 
to  note  that  she  alone  saw  the  form,  while  Saul  heard  the  voice. 
The  first  effect  of  the  apparition  on  the  woman  was  to  reveal  the 
identity  of  her  guest :  Why  hast  thou  deceived  me,  when  thou 
art  Saul?  The  connexion  of  Samuel  and  Saul  in  earlier  life  is 
assumed  to  be  known  to  her.  — 13.  To  Saul’s  question  she 
replies  :  I  saw  a  god  coming  up  out  of  the  earth ]  the  worship 
of  the  Manes  probably  survived  in  Israel  to  a  comparatively  late 
date,  so  that  her  words  must  be  taken  in  their  literal  sense.  — 
14.  On  further  inquiry  she  describes  the  apparition  as  an  old  man 
coming  up  and  he  is  wrapped  in  a  cloak~\  such  as  Samuel  wore  in 
his  lifetime.  Before  the  spirit,  unseen  by  him,  Saul  prostrates 
himself  in  reverence. 

4.  Shunent,  which  is  mentioned  also  Jos.  1918  2  K.  4s  (cf.  also  the  Shu- 
nammite,  1  K.  i3),  still  bears  the  name  Sulem,  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  217,  who  also 
mentions  Endor.  —  miDp]  on  the  form,  Ges.26  46  e.  Methods  of  divination 
among  the  heathen  Arabs  are  described  by  We.,  Skizzen ,  III.  pp.  126  ff.,  135  ff. 
—  9.  rjjn’fi]  the  plural  should  be  restored;  the  final  letter  has  been  lost  in 
the  following  c.  — 10.  *pp’]  the  Daghesh  is  intended  to  guard  the  pronun¬ 
ciation  of  the  emphatic  letter,  Ges.23  20  h.  — 13.  D'Sy  vutn  D'dSn]  the  plural 
participle  would  seem  to  indicate  more  than  one  ghostly  figure.  But  only  one 
is  described  in  what  follows,  and  we  must  suppose  the  agreement  grammatical 
instead  of  logical.  Similar  instances  of  oviPn  with  a  plural  adjective  are  found 
Jos.  2419  (E)  Dt.  523  1  S.  i723-36,  etc.  — 14.  pj]  fyeiov  ©  seems  to  represent 
ijpt  (We.).  To  this  reading  we  may  perhaps  trace  the  Rabbinical  conceit, 
referred  to  by  Schm.,  that  Samuel  appeared  standing  upright,  while  in  ordi¬ 
nary  cases  the  shades  present  themselves  feet  upwards.  The  Greek  exposi¬ 
tors,  to  judge  by  Nestle’s  specimen  (. Marginalien ,  p.  15)1  saw  in  the  word 
a  declaration  of  Samuel’s  vigorous  appearance. 

15.  The  dialogue  is  begun  by  Samuel :  Why  hast  thou  disturbed 
me  in  bringing  me  up  ?  The  shades  are  at  rest  and  prefer  to 
remain  so.  Only  on  very  rare  occasions  does  Sheol  itself  rouse 
them,  Is.  149.  The  urgency  of  his  situation  is  "Saul’s  excuse  :  / 
& 


242 


I  SAMUEL 


am  in  great  straits,  and  the  Philistines  are  warring  against  me, 
and  God  has  turned  from  me  and  does  not  answer  me  more,  either 
by  prophets  or  by  dreams ]  the  absence  of  Urim  here  is  perhaps  a 
sign  that  it  was  not  originally  in  v.6.  —  So  I  have  called  thee,  to  tell 
me  what  I  shall  do]  consultation  of  the  oracle  is  in  order  to  right 
action,  as  we  have  seen  in  the  case  of  both  Saul  and  David.  — 
16.  Samuel  refuses  to  answer  the  important  question :  And  why 
dost  thou  ask  me,  when  Yahweh  has  turned  from  thee  and  become 
thine  enemy  ?  Reason  enough  why  Samuel  should  refuse  to  help. 
— 17,  18.  The  guilt  of  Saul  in  the  matter  of  Amalek.  The 
account  of  Saul’s  rejection  in  c.  15  would  not  be  complete  without 
this  sequel.  The  punishment  there  denounced  is  here  reaffirmed 
and  declared  to  be  close  at  hand.  — 19.  The  verse  seems  over¬ 
full.  The  first  clause  may  be  omitted  with  advantage.  Correcting 
the  remainder  by  (dB  we  get :  And  to-morrow  thou  and  thy  sons 
with  thee  shall  fall,  and  Yahweh  will  give  the  camp  of  Israel  into 
the  hand  of  the  Philistines.  —  20.  The  message  was  heart-breaking 
enough ;  and  Saul  was  overcome,  and  fell  at  full  length  upon  the 
earth.  The  fainting  fit  was  accounted  for  partly  by  physical 
exhaustion  —  he  had  not  eaten  bread  all  the  day  and  all  the 
night]  it  may  be  supposed  that  morning  was  now  approaching. 
—  21,  22.  The  woman,  coming  to  the  prostrate  Saul,  appreciates 
the  amount  of  his  mental  disturbance.  She  pleads  her  obedience 
to  his  request,  even  at  the  risk  of  her  life,  as  a  reason  why  he 
should  now  listen  to  her :  and  let  me  set  before  thee  a  morsel  of 
meat,  and  eat  thou  that  thou  mayest  have  strength  and  make  thy 
journey]  a  very  sensible  proposition.  —  23.  Saul  at  first  refused, 
but  his  servants,  as  well  as  the  woman,  urged  him.  At  length  he 
rose  from  the  earth  and  sat  upon  the  couch]  one  of  the  four  articles 
of  furniture  in  the  ordinary  house.  —  24,  25.  The  woman  had  a 
fatted  calf  in  the  house]  and  she  also  baked  unleavened  cakes  for 
the  entertainment  of  her  guests.  The  similar  description  of  Abra¬ 
ham’s  hospitality  will  occur  to  every  one. 

15.  nsnpNi]  the  pointing  is  anomalous  and  perhaps  designed  to  allow  the 
choice  between  jnpm  and  rnpsi  (Nestle,  Marginalien,  p.  15).  — 16.  -py] 
is  misspelled  for  yis,  probably  by  a  scribe  to  whom  the  Aramaic  form  was  famil¬ 
iar,  or  who  wished  to  disguise  the  unpleasant  thought  that  Yahweh  could  be 
one’s  enemy;  ©  /.i era  rov  w\T]aioi'  crov  points  to  "j;'i  which  is  adopted  by  Th. 
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and  others,  and  favoured  by  £.  But  Saul’s  rival  is  mentioned  later;  here  we 
expect  an  allusion  to  Saul’s  complaint  that  he  is  in  straits.  — 17.  lS]  may  be 
read  as  a  dative  of  advantage.  But  it  is  better  to  restore  -]1?  with  five  MSS. 
of  pj,  (§AB,  and  1L.  —  19.  Either  the  first  clause  or  the  last  is  superfluous.  As 
Samuel  would  more  naturally  conclude  what  he  has  to  say  of  Saul  before  pass¬ 
ing  on  to  the  fate  of  Israel,  I  have  omitted  the  opening  clause  of  pj  (We., 
Dr.).  Stade,  on  the  other  hand,  retains  a  and  omits  c.  —  'Ey]  shall  be  with 
vie  would  seem  to  require  the  verb;  (g42  found  D'Sfij  qny  which  is  restored 
by  Th.  —  20.  nnD'i]  seems  to  be  the  wrong  verb.  Perhaps  by  pointing  inon 
with  Kl.  we  can  retain  it.  Comparison  of  <S  here  and  in  v.21  shows  that  it  has 
the  same  verb  in  both  places;  We.  therefore  restores  here,  conforming 

it  to  the  other.  But  the  argument  seems  precarious.  —  23.  ime'l]  the  con¬ 
text  requires  ni’fi'i.  —  Sn]  should  be  Sy  with  some  MSS.  —  24.  q3iE_l7jy] 
a  calf  tied  up  in  the  house  like  the  lambs  which  are  stilled  “  crammed  ”  by  the 
women  in  Syria.  —  mom]  for  inssm,  Ges.23  68  h. 

XXIX.  1-XXX.  31.  David’s  homeward  march,  the  capture  of 
Ziklag  by  the  Amalekites,  and  the  recovery  of  the  spoil. — 

When  the  Philistine  troops  are  mustered,  the  attention  of  the 
chiefs  is  drawn  to  David  and  his  band.  They  inquire  of  Achish 
why  he  is  there,  and  receive  assurances  of  his  fidelity.  But  they 
regard  his  presence  as  a  danger,  so  that  David,  in  spite  of  his 
protestation  of  fidelity,  is  sent  away.  Returning  home,  he  finds 
that  the  Amalekites  have  taken  revenge  for  his  former  incursions 
by  attacking  the  undefended  Ziklag  and  capturing  its  inhabi¬ 
tants,  whom  they  have  carried  off  as  slaves.  The  spirit  of  mutiny 
shows  itself  among  David’s  men,  but  he  promptly  finds  them 
occupation  in  the  pursuit  of  the  enemy.  His  success  is  com¬ 
plete  ;  besides  recovering  what  has  been  carried  away  he  takes 
great  store  of  booty.  This  he  uses  to  secure  the  attachment  of 
the  Sheikhs  in  the  neighbouring  districts. 

The  piece  is  a  unit.  Its  interest  in  the  fortune  of  David  and  in 
his  legislative  decision  is  plain.  We  may  ascribe  it  without  hesita¬ 
tion  to  the  source  which  later  gives  us  such  copious  details  of 
David’s  life. 

1.  The  camp  of  the  Philistines  was  at  Aphek,  a  locality  uniden¬ 
tified,  but  which  must  have  lain  in  the  plain  of  Esdraelon.  The 
Philistines  probably  wished  to  secure  their  possession  of  the  Great 
Plain,  and  their  communication  with  the  Jordan  valley,  where  we 
find  them  later  in  possession  of  Beth-shean,  3110.  —  Israel  camped 
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at  the  fountain  in  Jezreel]  the  phraseology  implies  that  Jezreel  is 
not  the  town,  but  the  valley.  It  is  probable  however  that  Saul 
occupied  the  town,  which  lies  just  at  the  foot  of  Gilboa.  He 
would  thus  command  the  entrance  to  the  valley,  and  would  have 
the  high  ground  in  his  rear.  —  2.  The  Tyrants  of  the  Philistines ] 
each  with  his  army,  were  marching  by,  by  hundreds  and  by  thou¬ 
sands']  referring  to  the  troops  in  their  different  companies.  There 
seems  to  have  been  a  review  by  the  generals,  in  which  David 
marched  in  the  rearguard  with  Achish.  —  3.  The  generals  ask 
what  are  these  Hebrews  ?]  discovering  their  characteristic  dress 
or  arms.  Achish  replies  in  two  particulars.  David  was  first  an 
escaped  servant  of  Saul,  who  would  not  want  to  return  to  his 
harsh  master.  Secondly,  he  was  a  tried  dependent  of  Achish  : 
who  has  been  with  me  these  two  years  and  I  have  not  found  any 
fault  in  him  from  the  day  he  fell  to  my  lot  until  now.  The  double 
guarantee  would  seem  to  be  sufficient.  —  4.  The  suspicious  fears 
of  the  generals  break  out  in  an  angry  demand  :  Send  back  the 
man  to  the  place  where  thou  hast  stationed  him ]  as  thy  vassal ; 
lest  he  be  an  enemy  in  the  camp ]  who  will  put  hindrances  in  the 
way  of  our  success,  and  plot  for  our  ruin.  On  a  former  occasion 
the  Hebrews  in  Philistine  service  had  gone  over  to  the  enemy, 
1421.  —  With  what  should  this  fellow  make  himself  acceptable  to  his 
Master  ?  Is  it  not  with  the  heads  of  these  men  ?]  pointing  to  the 
Philistine  soldiers.  This  is  their  reply  to  the  plea  that  David  is  a 
runaway  slave.  —  5.  The  fact  of  David’s  former  success  against 
the  Philistines  is  an  argument  against  his  fidelity  now.  The 
absence  of  any  allusion  to  Goliath  shows  that  the  exploit  of  Chap¬ 
ter  17  was  unknown  to  the  author  of  this  section. 

1.  On  the  locality  cf.  Miller,  Least  of  All  Lands,  cited  by  GAS.,  Geog.  p.  401. 
Aphek  is  apparently  the  last  station  of  the  Philistines  before  advancing  against 
Saul’s  position  at  Jezreel,  v.11.  This  would  naturally  be  somewhere  in  the 
great  plain  of  Esdraelon.  This  Aphek  cannot  therefore  be  Aphek  in  Sharon. 
—  2.  U1D]  the  native  name  of  the  Philistine  rulers,  5s,  of  whom  Achish  was 
one. — 3.  Ihe  on"’  I  take  to  have  been  the  military  commanders  in  distinc¬ 
tion  from  the  ouiD,  or  civil  rulers.  The  latter  indeed  marched  to  the  war 
and  led  their  troops.  But  there  must  have  been  some  sort  of  general  staff.  — 
one  npiN  O'O'  nr]  is  extremely  indefinite  —  some  days  or  some  years  would 
hardly  be  the  reply  of  a  man  who  knew  the  situation :  ypipas  tovto  5evre/)ov 
(tos  ®  VB;  ^5r;  Sdirepov  tr os  <TTifj.cpov  (5L  agree  in  making  the  time  two  years, 
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which  would  be  simply  O'rw  nr  (adopted  by  Bu.) .  —  add  -hx  with 
©3®1L.— 4.  The  second  Q'ni^So  n»  is  lacking  in  ©S3L.  —  ncnSra]  read 
runoa  with  ©.  The  change  was  made  under  the  influence  of  the  preceding 
nanSna  (Kl.).  Nestle  ( Marg .  p.  15)  calls  attention  to  the  contrast  between 
the  Satan  here  and  the  angel  of  God  a  little  later;  and  also  to  the  former 
experience  of  the  Philistines  with  the  Hebrews  in  their  camp. 

6.  Achish  breaks  the  news  to  David  :  By  the  life  of  Yahweh] 
this  oath  is  not  unnatural  in  the  mouth  of  a  Philistine  when  he  is 
speaking  to  an  Israelite.  —  Thou  art  upright  and  it  is  right  in  my 
eyes  that  thou  shouldst  go  out  and  in  in  the  camp ]  like  any  of  the 
officers,  1 815.  —  But  thou  art  not  approved  by  the  Tyrants ]  the 
voice  of  the  majority  must  be  decisive.  —  7.  Achish  seems  to  fear 
David’s  anger,  as  he  asks  him  not  to  do  evil  in  the  eyes  of  the 
Tyrants.  —  8.  David  utters  a  suspicion  that  Achish  himself  finds 
fault  with  him  :  What  have  I  done  .  .  .  that  I  may  not  go  and  fight 
against  the  enemies  of  my  Lord  the  king  ?  What  David’s  real  plan 
was  is  not  disclosed.  The  author  probably  did  not  suppose  he 
would  fight  against  Israel.  —  9.  He  receives  renewed  assurance 
that  he  is  blameless  as  an  angel  of  God  in  the  sight  of  Achish.  — 
10.  The  command  to  depart  at  dawn  the  next  day  is  repeated  in 
detail,  for  we  should  read  with  (©  :  Now  rise  early  in  the  morning , 
thou  and  thy  men  who  came  with  thee  \_and  go  to  the  place  where 
I  have  stationed  thee,  and  put  no  evil  design  in  thy  heart,  for  thou 
art  good  in  my  sight]  but  rise  early  in  the  morning  and  you  shall 
have  light,  and  go]  the  clause  in  brackets  has  fallen  out  of  %]. 
It  is  assumed  by  Achish  that  the  high-spirited  warrior  will  feel 
insulted  and  be  tempted  to  take  revenge.  — 11.  David  therefore 
rose  early  to  return  to  the  land  of  the  Philistines,  but  the  Philistines 
went  up  to  fezreel. 

6.  in, Si']  ©  prefixes  /ecu,  meaning :  not  only  thou  but  also  thy  going  out.  It 
cannot  be  denied  that  would  be  smoother  if  it  read  "|nt«  aval  nn«  mpa  ns»\ 
But  ©  does  not  seem  to  have  the  better  reading.  —  9.  'njn']  probably  should 
be  njn'. —  B’nSs  inSdb]  in  the  two  other  instances  of  the  comparison,  we  find 
D'H^Nn  'Da  which  should  perhaps  be  restored  here,  2  S.  1417  1928.  The  words 
are  lacking  in  ©B  perhaps  because  they  were  thought  to  be  incongruous  with 
Achish’s  nationality.  —  10.  The  Hebrew,  as  it  stands,  puts  two  exhortations  to 
rise  early  in  the  morning  in  immediate  succession.  The  clause  in  ©  which 
stands  between  them  relieves  the  awkwardness.  It  is  adopted  by  Th.,  We., 
Dr.,  Bu ,  Kl.,  Ki.  As  the  cause  of  its  loss,  we  can  only  conjecture  that  it  filled 
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just  a  line  or  just  two  lines  in  the  archetype.  For  1'jik  najn  which  does  not 
seem  natural  in  the  mouth  of  Achish,  I  restore  -pjm  nnK  with  (§L.  The  same 
recension  reads  at  the  end  of  the  omitted  clause  Ayyc\os  f?eov,  which  is 
perhaps  original  (adopted  by  Kl.). 

XXX.  The  narrative  is  continuous  with  what  precedes,  follow¬ 
ing  the  fortunes  of  David.  —  1.  When  he  and  his  men  got  home 
they  found  that  the  Amalekites  had  invaded  the  Negeb  and  had 
smitten  Ziklag  and  burnt  it  with  fire ]  the  Bedawin  had  watched 
the  departure  of  David  and  his  men.  — 2.  They  had  not  followed 
David’s  method  of  warfare,  for  they  had  killed  no  one  but  had 
carried  captive  the  women  and  all  that  were  in  it,  from  small  to 
great']  the  fighting  men  were  with  David.  The  captives  were  prob¬ 
ably  destined  to  the  Egyptian  slave  market.  —  3,  4.  Finding  the 
city  burned,  and  their  families  carried  away,  David  and  his  men 
wept  aloud  jmtil  there  was  in  them  no  more  power  to  weep]  the 
fountain  of  tears  was  exhausted ;  consumptis  enim  lachrymis  in- 
fixus  tamen  pectori  liaeret  dolor* — -5.  As  it  stands,  the  verse  is 
a  supplementary  notice  that  should  have  come  in  at  the  end  of 
v.2.  Probably  it  is  a  gloss.  —  6.  David  was  in  great  straits] 
Gen.  32s  Jd.  215;  fior  the  people  proposed  to  stone  him]  popular 
indignation  easily  turns  against  the  ruler  in  case  of  calamity.  — 
For  the  soul  of  every  one  was  embittered]  2  K.  4s7,  where  extreme 
grief  is  thus  described.  But  the  allied  phrase  bitter  of  soul  is 
used  also  of  angry  men,  Jd.  1825  2  S.  178.  In  this  case,  the  grief 
turned  to  anger.  —  But  David  took  courage  in  reliance  on  Yahweh 
his  God]  as  is  shown  by  his  prompt  action.  —  7,  8.  Command¬ 
ing  Abiathar  to  bring  the  Ephod,  he  asks  :  Shall  I  pursue  this 
band  ?  Shall  I  overtake  them  ?]  the  double  question  is  really  one  ; 
it  were  vain  to  pursue  unless  he  could  overtake.  The  answer  was 
affirmative  :  Pursue,  for  thou  shalt  surely  overtake  and  shalt  surely 
rescue. 

XXX.  1.  cf.  v.18,  doubtless  to  be  read  |PSdj;i  with  <g.  —  2.  na'-vc’N] 

as  it  stands,  refers  to  the  women.  But  as  we  have  later  the  express  assertion 
that  they  had  not  killed  a  man,  we  should  probably  insert  here  with  <3  Sa'PNl 
(Th.)  which  would  include  the  old  men  and  boys.  —  3.  nans?  mm]  the  same 
construction  in  v.16.  —  5.  The  verse  is  supposed  to  be  a  gloss  by  Bu.,  and  can 


*  Cicero,  cited  by  Sanctius,  Schm.  p.  964. 
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in  fact  well  be  spared.  —  6.  ism]  Ges.26  67 p.  The  masculine  form  is  used 
elsewhere  except  in  Jd.  io9,  cf.  Davidson,  Syntax,  §  109.-1:2]  read  v:a  with 
the  Qre,  cf.  v.22. — 'Ul  ptnnn]  the  clause  reads  like  a  later  insertion;  it  is 
mot  exactly  duplicated  anywhere  else.  —  7.  Abiathar  occurs  2220  23s,  probably 
from  the  same  document.  —  8.  «yvtn]  might  be  construed  as  the  hypothetical 
introduction  to  the  real  question  :  if  I  pursue,  shall  I  overtake?  But  (g  reads 
interrogatively,  and  the  answer  «yn  favours  that  reading  —  restore  therefore 
rpiNn  (We.).  —  nun]  cf.  1  K.  n24  2  K.  5s  623,  and  elsewhere,  of  marauding 
banditti  as  here. 

9.  David  and  his  men  came  to  the  Wadi  Besor.  The  name 
occurs  only  in  this  passage,  and,  as  we  have  no  knowledge  of 
David’s  objective  point,  it  is  impossible  now  to  identify  this  ravine. 

—  10.  And  there  remained  behind  two  hundred  men  who  were  too 
exhausted  to  cross  the  Wadi  Besor,  and  David  and  four  hundred 
men  pursued]  the  two  halves  of  the  verse  have  been  transposed 
by  mistake.  — 11.  The  party  found  an  Egyptian,  known  by  his 
dress  or  his  features,  whom  they  brought  to  David,  and  to  whom 
they  gave  food.  — 12.  After  giving  him  water,  they  gave  him  a 
cake  of  figs']  cf.  2513.  For  a  starving  man  this  would  be  enough. 

—  His  spirit  returned  to  him]  he  had  been  in  appearance  lifeless 
from  his  long  fast.  — 13.  To  David’s  question  concerning  himself 
he  replies  :  I  am  an  Egyptian  lad,  servant  to  an  Amalekite,  and 
my  master  abatidoned  me,  because  I  fell  sick,  three  days  ago.  — 
14.  His  account  of  the  expedition  :  We  raided  the  Negeb  of  the 
Cherethite]  a  clan  of  the  Philistines,  Zeph.  2s.  — 15.  The  captive 
on  being  asked  to  act  as  guide,  consents  on  condition  that  David 
will  swear  not  to  kill  him,  or  to  deliver  him  to  his  master. — 
16.  Led  by  the  slave,  they  come  upon  the  enemy  spread  over  the 
face  of  the  country,  eating  and  drinking  and  dancing]  very  possi¬ 
bly  in  a  religious  feast  —  on  account  of  all  the  great  spoil  which 
they  had  taken.  — 17.  And  David  smote  them  from  twilight  to 
evening]  the  attack  was  sudden  and  soon  decided,  and  the  success 
was  complete  :  None  escaped  except  four  hundred  young  men  who 
rode  upon  the  camels  and  fled. 

9.  neon]  conjecturally  identified  with  Wadi  Gazze  (by  Guerin,  Jud'ee, 
II.  p.  213)  *  or  with  its  branch  Wadi  Sheri' a  (by  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  88).  —  onnum 
nny]  can  only  mean  in  its  present  connexion  that  the  rest  (besides  the  six 
hundred)  stayed  behind  at  Ziklag.  But  it  is  a  constant  feature  of  the  tradi- 


*  I  owe  the  citation  to  BDB.  sub  voce , 
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tion  that  David  had  only  six  hundred  men  with  him,  so  that  there  were  none 
to  stay  at  Ziklag.  We  must  treat  the  clause  as  an  intruder  (We.).  Ew. 
(GVI&.  III.  144,  E.Tr.  III.  p.  105)  proposes  to  insert  a  clause — • four  hundred 
passed  over ,  and  the  rest  stayed.  But  the  next  verse  is  then  redundant.  — 
10.  The  order  is  perverse,  and  the  two  halves  of  the  verse  should  be  trans¬ 
posed  (We.).  —  rue]  only  here  and  v.21.  The  context  indicates  the  meaning, 
cf.  -uo  a  corpse  from  its  limpness.  — 11.  ’ns*D~tt''t<]  it  would  be  more  logical 
to  describe  him  here  as  faint  or  starving,  and  to  leave  his  race  to  be  discov¬ 
ered  later  (Kl.).  —  on1?  it  seems  superfluous  to  tell  us  here  that  they 

gave  him  food,  and  then  to  add  later  that  they  gave  him  figs.  However,  we 
may  account  for  the  clause  as  a  general  statement  —  they  brought  him  to 
David  and  gave  him  food — to  be  followed  by  the  details.  —  12.  D’pDX  U"’i] 
lacking  in  ©B,  and  not  improbably  the  insertion  of  a  scribe.  It  would  not 
do  to  give  a  starving  man  much  food  at  one  time. —  13.  rw'?c>  own]  3  MSS. 
of  pj  add  D’D’  which  seems  necessary,  cf.  920. — '14.  on]  the  verb  used  is 
followed  by  Sn  in  v.1,  and  the  preposition  should  be  inserted  here  (We.). — 
’man]  the  people  so  named  are  dwellers  on  the  shore  according  to  Zephaniah, 
who  also  associates  them  with  the  land  of  the  Philistines  as  does  Ezekiel 
(2516).  Elsewhere  they  are  mentioned  with  the  dtiSd  as  making  up  David’s 
body  guard,  2  S.  818.  Cf.  E.  Meyer,  Gesch.  des  Alterth.  I.  p.  367.  ©L  has  x°PP'1 
here,  reminding  us  of  a  similar  confusion  in  ftj  in  2  S.  2023:  ©B  x°\8eL  — 
min’1?  the  difference  in  the  form  of  expression  indicates  that  the 

phrase  was  inserted  by  a  scribe  who  was  surprised  that  Judah  should  not  be 
mentioned.  The  Negeb  of  the  Pelethite  and  the  Negeb  of  Caleb  would 
be  enough  territory  for  one  raid.  —  15.  At  the  end  of  the  verse  ©LS  agree  in 
adding:  and  he  sware  to  him.  — 16.  QUJn]  the  circuit  of  the  sanctuary  made 
at  the  feasts  was  undoubtedly  a  dance.  That  the  Bedawin  were  here  dancing 
before  their  gods,  is  the  most  natural  interpretation  of  the  scene.  Arabic 
parallels  are  given  by  We.  Skizzen,  III.  p.  106,  with  which  compare  Noldeke’s 
comments  in  ZDMG.  XLI.  p.  719. — 17.  in  ntm]  ©  seems  to  have  had  >a’i 
Dan  in  omS^  which  is  adopted  by  Bu.  But  in  such  cases  the  shorter  clause 
has  the  presumption  in  its  favour.  —  qouno]  it  is  still  disputed  whether  the 
morning  or  evening  twilight  is  intended.  In  the  majority  of  cases  •pen  is  cer¬ 
tainly  the  early  evening  when  the  breeze  begins  to  stir,  and  there  seems  no 
reason  to  interpret  otherwise  here.  The  enemy  were  wholly  taken  by  surprise 
and  seem  to  have  made  no  serious  resistance.  To  suppose  that  David  spent 
the  whole  day  in  slaughter  is  difficult.  —  Dnnno1?]  adds  to  the  difficulty,  for 
interpreted  in  the  natural  sense  it  would  extend  the  slaughter  over  two  whole 
days.  The  form  moreover  is  abnormal.  The  0  can  hardly  be  the  pronominal 
suffix,  and  the  adverbial  ending  is  equally  out  of  place.  The  text  is  probably 
corrupt.  S>  seems  to  have  or  to  conjecture  ormnxe.  The  Bible  Commentary 
suggests  oninc'?;  We.  Domin'?  (adopted  by  Bu.);  Kl.  onuno  Sod. 

18,  19.  David  rescued  all  that  had  been  carried  away,  nothing 
was  missing]  2  S.  1722.  ■ — 20.  The  meaning  of  the  obscure  verse 
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must  have  been  that,  in  addition  to  recovering  his  own,  David 
captured  a  large  amount  of  other  property.  —  21.  On  the  return, 
the  two  hundred  who  were  left  behind  came  to  meet  them, 
and  saluted  them.  —  22.  The  baser  men  among  those  who  had 
marched  in  the  pursuit  propose  to  keep  all  the  booty  for  their  own 
company  :  Because  they  did  not  go  with  us}  the  present  text  reads 
with  me  —  we  will  not  give  them  of  the  booty  which  we  rescued ] 
the  term  booty  shows  that  no  previous  title  was  to  be  recognized. 
All  they  would  give  would  be  :  to  each  man  his  wife  and  his  chil- 
dreti  that  they  may  lead  them  away  and  depart.  —  23.  David 
vetoes  the  proposition  :  Do  not  do  so  after  Yahweli  has  [ wrought ] 
for  us  and  preserved  us.  Injustice  is  a  sin  against  God,  and  in 
this  case  the  ingratitude  is  especially  conspicuous.  —  24.  The 
language  of  David  continues  in  the  couplet : 

As  the  portion  of  the  one  who  goes  down  into  battle. 

So  is  the  portion  of  the  one  who  remains  with  the  baggage. 

Early  statutes  (enactments  or  regulations)  were  put  in  rhythmical 
form  for  better  retention  in  memory.  The  original  couplet  has 
here  been  increased  by  the  added  words  :  They  shall  share  alike. 
—  25.  The  author  adds  that  from  that  time  on  they  made  it  a 
statute  and  a  precedent  in  Israel.  David’s  decision  in  the  matter 
became  the  precedent  (tsBttffc)  ;  it  was  a  statute  when  he  made  it 
a  general  rule.  Cf.  Briggs,  Higher  Criticism  of  the  Ilexateucir, 
p.  248  f. 

18.  The  two  wives  seem  to  be  an  afterthought,  as  in  v.5.  — 19.  SWdi] 
seems  to  belong  before  DU3— rpr,  and  this  is  the  order  in  ©.  Possibly  however 
a  word  has  fallen  out;  we  should  expect:  D'jtrnjn  D’EO  p. — 20.  The  verse  as 
it  stands  is  unintelligible.  Its  object  must  be  to  tell  us  that  in  addition  to  the 
recovery  of  his  own  possessions  David  took  a  large  amount  of  other  booty : 
ante  pecus  strum  quod  liberaverant  duxerunt  greges  et  armenta  quae  abs/u- 
lerunt  Amalekitis,  as  Kimchi  is  rendered  by  Schmid.  But  this  is  not  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  present  text.  Weds  restoration,  accepted  by  Dr.,  Bu.,  Ki., 
makes  the  people,  out  of  gratitude,  resign  all  the  sheep  and  oxen  to  David  as 
his  share.  But  this  is  contrary  to  what  follows,  where  the  two  hundred  share 
in  the  booty  with  the  others.  I  suspect  the  original  to  have  been  something 
like  this:  m  bbw  nr  dj  nnuo1?  p'np  ltnj  -U2N  npam  pxn  Strnta  —  21.  □aitfu] 
should  probably  be  DJ'tsm,  David  being  the  natural  subject,  (®IL.  —  Snb»u]  on 
the  other  hand  is  read  as  a  plural  by  (§5.  The  men  left  behind  would  be  the 
ones  to  ask  for  the  welfare  of  those  who  had  gone  into  the  battle  (We.) ;  for 
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cnS  we  should  probably  read  nS  (=  i5).  — 22.  bo]  is  lacking  in  jj.  — the 
singular  form  is  no  doubt  thoroughly  idiomatic.  But  if  we  retain  it  we  should 
apparently  change  both  jnj  and  ubsn  to  correspond.  It  is  easier  therefore  to 
read  with  8  MSS.  of  and  with  (SSIL.  —  23.  T-’K  nN  'nx]  (5  undoubt¬ 
edly  reads  tc\n  nnx  which  is  to  be  preferred,  because  it  makes  all  that  follows 
a  reason  for  the  dissuasion.  But  in  that  case  jru  is  left  without  an  object  and 
must  be  replaced  by  another  verb,  as  rvvy,  146.  —  24.  min]  of  the  Ktib  is 
only  a  scribe’s  error.  —  25.  SniU''1?]  Ssotva  found  in  some  copies  and  editions 
seems  a  little  better  here.  —  run  orri  ny]  a  frequent  phrase,  especially  in  late 
writers.  It  naturally  implies  that  a  considerable  time  had  elapsed  since  the 
events  narrated. 

26.  David  uses  the  booty  at  his  disposal  to  win  the  hearts  of 
Judah.  Mohammed’s  procedure  after  the  battle  of  Honein  will 
occur  to  every  one.  —  lie  sent  of  the  booty  to  the  elders  of  Judah 
and  to  his  kinsmen\  reading  with  (©.  The  enumeration  of  towns 
follows.  All  of  them  seem  to  have  been  in  the  South  Country, 
none  north  of  Hebron.  —  27.  Bethel,  as  pointed  out  by  We.,  the 
same  with  the  Bethuel  of  1  Chr.  430,  there  mentioned  in  connexion 
with  Hormah  and  Ziklag ;  cf.  also  Bethul,  Jos.  194  (also  with 
Hormah).  Ramoth-Negeb  one  of  the  cities  of  Simeon,  Jos.  198. 
Jattir,  Jos.  1548  2114  (with  Eshtemoa).  —  28.  Aroer  was  originally 
mentioned  in  Jos.  T522.  The  name  still  attaches  to  a  ruin  east- 
southeast  of  Beersheba.  Siphamoth  seems  to  be  mentioned  no¬ 
where  else.  Eshtemoa,  Jos.  1550  2  r14  identified  by  Robinson. — 
29.  For  the  unknown  Racal  of  we  should  probably  read 
Ca7-mel  on  the  basis  of  (5.  —  The  cities  of  the  Jerachmeelite  and 
the  cities  of  the  Kenite~\  2710.  —  30.  Hormah  Jd.  i17  Num.  213. 
For  Bor-Ashan  we  should  probably  restore  the  well-known  Beer 
Sheba  whose  absence  is  inexplicable. —  31.  Hebron,  the  chief 
city  of  Judah,  could  not  be  left  out  when  all  the  places  were  re¬ 
membered  where  David  had  sojourned,  he  and  his  men. 

26.  injnb]  /cal  to7s  ■kX^Aov  avrov  (£5  seems  preferable;  j5j  pmanbi  has  the 
conjunction  like  (£5. —  27.  Sterna]  written  as  one  word  by  Baer;  in  Gins- 
burg’s  text  two  words  connected  by  the  Maqqeph.  The  name  occurs  in 
C§B  also  in  Jos.  15s5  (b>Da  JfJ)  just  before  Hormah.  In  our  passage  <§  has 
Bcti daovp  which  is  favoured  by  Ew.  and  Th.  For  Ramoth  (§BL  Rama;  in 
Jos.  198  where  Jtj  has  non,  @L  has  P aB/iobe.  —  w:]  iv  r«00<fp  <5B  goes  back 
to  mj?a.  Both  names  are  found  in  the  lists  of  Joshua  (1542-48  l(yi  2ii4)_  Qf_ 
ZATW.Vl.  p.  6.  —  28.  is  the  name  of  more  than  one  place.  The  pres¬ 
ent  one  should  be  in  the  Negeb,  and  a  ruin  is  pointed  out  in  this  region 
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called  Ar'ara  (Buhl,  Geog.  p.  183).  In  Jos.  1522  we  now  find  mpip  for  which 
has  ’ApowjA.  Probably  ipip  should  be  restored  there  (cf.  Dillmann’s 
Commentary  and  Bennett’s  text  in  SBOT.).  niDCti'  of  Ginsburg  and  the 
common  editions  is  written  niBjw  by  Baer.  In  this  verse  has  one  name 
more  than  inserting  ’ Ap./j.aSd  which  may  be  a  corruption  of  ’A porip  (We.). 
It  does  not  seem  to  be  a  sufficient  basis  on  which  to  restore  (Ew.). 

(5L  seems  to  have  read  pp  'ip  from  v.29.  For  ricnv :  Zcupe'i.  C5B.  pont^x,  cf. 
Buhl,  Geog.  p.  163.  —  29.  The  verse  is  extended  in  (3B  perhaps  by  duplication 
from  the  preceding.  It  agrees  with  (§L  in  giving  the  name  Carmel,  which 
Ewald  substitutes  for  S31.  For  the  Kenite,  <5  has  the  Kenezite.  Ivenaz  was 
a  clan  of  Judah,  Jcl.  I13,  but  the  parallel  1  S.  2710  seems  to  decide  for  the 
Kenite  here.  —  30.  Hormah,  cf.  Moore  on  Jd.  i17.  —  }!i,p“ii3a  in  the  early 
editions  according  to  Baer;  in  many  recent  ones  (Jablonski,  etc.)  yiira.  In 
&  it  is  represented  by  Beer sheba.  The  absence  of  so  prominent  a  place  as 
Beersheba  is  remarkable  and  the  name  is  perhaps  original,  pep  however  is 
the  name  of  a  town  in  Judah,  Jos.  1542  197.  pnp  occurs  nowhere  else  in 
It  is  suggested  by  Buhl  (Ges.  HIVB 12.)  that  it  is  the  same  with  inp  noticed 
above,  which  is  twice  named  in  connexion  with  pep.  I  should  substitute 
Arad,  Jd.  I16.  The  MSS.  of  <£5  differ  widely. 

XXXI.  The  death  of  Saul.  —  Two  accounts  are  given  of  the 
death  of  Saul.  In  the  one  before  us  he  is  hard  pressed  in  battle, 
and,  in  despair,  commits  suicide.  In  the  other  (contained  in 
2  Sam.  i1'10),  he  begs  an  Amalekite  camp  follower  to  slay  him, 
and  thus  meets  his  end.  The  two  accounts  seem  independent, 
and  it  is  natural  to  suppose  that  they  represent  the  two  different 
streams  of  tradition.  In  that  case  the  chapter  before  us  continues 
the  narrative  of  28.  It  is,  in  fact,  the  natural  sequel  of  that 
chapter.  For  in  that  the  shadow  of  the  coming  defeat  already 
falls.  As  there  predicted,  Saul  sees  Israel  defeated  and  his  sons 
slain ;  and  commits  suicide  in  his  sense  of  abandonment  by  Yah- 
weh.  It  confirms  this  to  notice  that  2  S.  1  naturally  continues  the 
history  we  have  just  followed,  culminating  in  David’s  distribution 
of  the  booty  to  Judah.  Chapter  31  is  unnecessary  to  that  narra¬ 
tive,  and  in  fact  breaks  the  thread. 

1.  The  account  opens  abruptly  :  The  Philistines  fought  against 
Israel \  and  the  men  of  Israel  fled  before  the  Philistines,  and  fell 
down  slain  upon  Mount  Gilboa~\  Israel  was  frequently  defeated 
in  the  plains.  In  this  case  the  battle  was  fought  on  their  own 
ground  —  the  high  places.  —  2,  3.  Three  sons  of  Saul  were  slain, 
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and  the  fighting  pressed  hard  upon  Saul ;  the  archers  got  him  in 
range  and  he  was  wounded ]  the  text  is  not  certain. — 4.  Saul’s 
command  to  his  armour-bearer :  Draw  thy  sword  and  run  vie 
through  with  it]  the  case  of  Abimelech  Jd.  9s4  is  closely  parallel. 
There,  it  was  to  escape  death  at  the  hands  of  a  woman.  Here,  it 
is  lest  these  uncircumcised  come  and  make  sport  of  me']  amuse 
themselves  with  the  helpless  but  conscious  warrior,  Jd.  1925.  The 
armour-bearer  refused  because  he  was  much  afraid]  whether  the 
author  means  that  he  was  in  too  great  a  panic  to  heed  the  com¬ 
mand,  or  that  he  had  too  great  reverence  for  his  lord  cannot  be 
made  out  with  certainty.  The  latter  seems  more  probable.  Saul 
then  took  his  own  sword  and  fell  upon  it]  one  of  the  very  rare 
instances  of  suicide  in  the  Old  Testament.  In  view  of  it,  the 
older  commentators  discuss  the  question  of  Saul’s  final  salvation, 
generally  with  an  unfavourable  verdict.*  —  5.  The  armour-bearer 
would  not  survive  his  master.  —  6.  The  tragic  element  is  pointed 
out  in  the  fact  that  Saul  and  his  sons  and  his  armour-bearer  died 
together. — 7.  The  result  was  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  cities 
in  the  Jordan  valley  deserted  their  cities,  and  the  Philistines  took 
possession  of  them.  The  recovery  of  the  original  text  is  difficult. 

XXXI.  The  question  of  the  place  of  the  story  can  be  fully  considered  only 
when  we  come  to  the  following  chapter.  For  the  text  we  now  have  an 
additional  source  in  the  Chronicler  who  embodies  this  chapter  in  his  work 
(1  Chr.  io1-12). 

1.  D'Dnhj]  Chr.  ronSj  which  should  probably  be  restored.  The  author  of 
Sam.  changed  to  the  participle  to  indicate  that  while  David  and  his  men  -were 
pursuing  the  Amalekites,  the  Philistines  were  fighting.  —  icon  idju]  U’w  Dm  C. 
which  is  more  idiomatic.  —  2.  lptnn]  1422.  —  nx]  nriN  C.  It  is  a  question 
whether  the  original  author  did  not  write  5n.  The  verb  is  generally  used  with  3. 
The  names  of  Saul’s  sons  show  some  variation  in  (g.  —  3.  5n]  read  by  C. 

—  o'D’jn  DniDn]  seems  impossible  and  C.  leaves  out  D'tMN.  But  nu’pD  amen 
is  redundant,  and  HD’pD  cannot  be  connected  with  lmNSD'l.  Dr.  proposes 
nivpD  D'-nnn  d'Dun  meaning  some  of  the  archers,  comparing  Gen.  3728  1  S.  25 10. 
It  seems  simpler  to  strike  out  nu’pD  D'trm  as  a  gloss  designed  to  define  amen. 

—  Dmann  nND  hnn]  Dmm-jo  Snn  C.  The  words  are  generally  taken  to  mean 
he  feared  the  archers  exceedingly.  But  we  should  expect  use  if  that  were  the 
meaning.  <S  takes  Pnu  to  be  from  SSn,  Kal  tTpa.vp.aTL  a  On  AB,  ical  irpavpaTiaav^, 
and  this  gives  a  better  sense,  for  the  words  of  Saul  to  his  armour-bearer  are 
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the  words  of  a  man  sore  wounded.  —  mtlDriDj  e*s  to.  vroy^urSpia  (3  would  in . 
dicate  li’^ro  or  our.D2.  —  4.  The  second  \npn  is  lacking  in  C.  doubtless 
rightly.  What  Saul  dreaded  was  that  he  should  be  alive  to  be  mocked,  not 
that  they  should  mutilate  his  body  after  his  death.  — 5.  nn]  seems  impossible 
to  reconcile  with  the  following  chapter.  —  6.  For  wji  C.  has  iroa  5t)i,  an 
intentional  exaggeration.  — -  dj]  lacking  in  C.  ©B,  is  a  similar  exagger¬ 

ation. —  7.  wn]  C.  b»’n-I73.  For  p-pn  ujn  -itm  pnjjn  laya*  C.  has  simply 
P»?a  1®%  and  this  may  be  original,  though  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it  could 
give  rise  to  the  present  text.  Probably  we  should  read  pcjjn  njn  (Kl.).— 
btne’'  ib’jn]  is  omitted  by  C.  who  was  willing  to  throw  the  blame  upon  Saul 
alone.  —  Dnyn]  read  onnj;  with  C.  and  <5. 

8.  The  next  day  the  Philistines  came  to  strip  the  slain  and 
found  Saul  and  his  three  sons  fallen  on  Mount  Gilboa~\  the  battle 
had  probably  lasted  until  evening.  —  9.  They  sent  the  head  of 
Saul  through  the  country  of  the  Philistines  to  bring  good  news  to 
their  idols  and  the  people ]  perhaps  the  original  author  wrote  to 
their  gods  and  the  people.  — 10.  His  armour,  as  a  trophy,  came 
naturally  into  the  house  of  Ashtoret/i]  where  this  was  we  are  not 
told. — And  his  corpse  they  exposed  on  the  walls  of  Beths hati\  a 
city  in  the  Jordan  valley  at  the  entrance  of  the  side  valley  which 
comes  down  from  the  Great  Plain.  It  still  bears  the  name  Beisan. 

—  11.  The  men  of  Jabesh  Gilead,  who  had  special  reasons  for 
remembering  Saul  with  gratitude  (ii1-11),  undertook  to  remove 
the  disgrace.  — 12.  All  the  men  of  courage  rose  tip  and  inarched 
all  night,  and  took  the  corpses  of  Saul  and  his  sons  from  the  wall 
of  Bethshan  and  brought  them  to  Jabesh  and  burnt  them  there~\ 
although  this  was  not  Israelitish  custom,  there  seems  to  be  no 
sufficient  reason  for  departing  from  the  received  text.  — 13.  The 
bones  were  buried  under  the  tamarisk  tree ]  probably  one  well 
known ;  and  they  fasted  seven  days]  in  expression  of  their  grief. 

8.  ntfSa’]  omitted  by  C.  —  9.  C.  has  a  free  reproduction  of  the  first  clause. 

—  tvo]  C.  has  nx  which  is  doubtless  correct,  and  which  seems  also  to  be  im¬ 
plied  by  <3.  —  10.  nnnra]  the  singular  form  alone  is  in  place.  C.  substitutes 
□mnSx.  For  ljtpn  read  ijnpin  (Lag.  Anm.  zur  Griech.  Uebersetz.  d.  Proverbien, 
p.  iiii),  cf.  2  S.  2IC-9.  The  Chronicler,  thinking  of  the  head  and  armour  being 
sent  to  Philistia,  changes  the  last  clause  to  :  and  they  stuck  up  his  skull  in  the 
house  of  Dagon.  On  Bethshan,  Moore,  Jd.  I27  and  reff. —  11.  l'Sx]  lacking 


*  It  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  the  Israelites  beyond  the  Jordan  deserted  their 
cities.  The  example  of  Jabesh  Gilead  is  enough  to  show  this. 
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in  ©B  C.  —  12.  nV'SrrVo  uV'l]  lacking  in  C.  which  also  changes  the  wording 
of  the  rest  of  the  verse  to  accord  with  its  own  omission  of  Bethshan,  v.10.  — 
Ison]  read  oitoa'i  C.  —  dip  Dnht  lfi-iam]  is  lacking  in  C.  On  account  of  the 
lack  of  precedent,  Bu.  proposes  to  read  DC’  DnS  HflD’i.  The  mourning  how¬ 
ever  should  be  mentioned  in  connexion  with  the  fasting  at  the  end  of  the 
next  verse.  And  the  separate  mention  of  the  bones  which  follows  (note  inp’i) 
is  inexplicable  with  the  proposed  reading.  —  13.  napn  .  .  .  inp’i]  C.  has  only 
nap’i.  For  Stt'Nn,  C.  has  nSxn,  a  more  general  word,  or  perhaps  less  ob¬ 
noxious  (if  SifN  is  a  sacred  tree,  as  seems  probable).  The  Hebrew  name  is 
reproduced  in  the  modern  Arabic  name  athl,  applied  to  the  Tamarisk,  cf.  Post. 
Flora  of  Syria  (1896),  p.  166. 

2  Sam.  I.  1-27.  David's  reception  of  the  news  of  Saul's 

death.  —  An  Amalekite  brings  news  to  Ziklag  and  gives  a  circum¬ 
stantial  account  of  the  death  of  Saul,  in  which  he  claims  to  have 
been  instrumental.  David  and  his  men  mourn  for  the  death  of 
Saul  and  his  men,  and  the  messenger  is  put  to  death  for  having 
laid  hands  on  the  Anointed  of  Yahweh.  In  addition  to  these 
marks  of  grief,  David  composes  an  Elegy  which  is  inserted  in  the 
text,  having  been  taken  from  the  Book  of  Jashar. 

The  historical  part  of  the  chapter  contains  a  separate  and  inde¬ 
pendent  account  of  the  death  of  Saul.  In  I.  31  we  are  told  ex¬ 
pressly  that  Saul  met  his  death  by  his  own  hand.  Here  the 
Amalekite  finds  him  suffering  from  extreme  fatigue,  but  without 
a  wound,  v.9.  It  seems  impossible  to  reconcile  the  two  accounts. 
The  easiest  hypothesis  is  that  the  Amalekite  fabricated  his  story. 
But  the  whole  narrative  seems  against  this.  David  has  no  inkling 
that  the  man  is  not  truthful,  nor  does  the  author  suggest  it.  The 
natural  conclusion  is  that  we  have  here  a  document  different  from 
the  one  just  preceding.  It  strengthens  our  conviction  to  notice 
that  this  narrative,  with  a  very  slight  change  in  v.1,  continues  the 
account  of  David’s  experience  at  Ziklag  without  a  break.  It  is 
highly  dramatic  that  after  David’s  severe  contest  with  Amalek,  an 
Amalekite  should  bring  him  the  news  of  Saul’s  death.  For  this 
writer,  whose  chief  interest  was  in  David,  the  story  contains  all 
he  cared  to  tell  of  the  last  days  of  Saul. 

Budde  in  his  text  separates  v.3  as  a  late  insertion  and  vs.0-11,  m6 
as  belonging  to  a  different  document.  He  succeeds  thus  in  pro¬ 
ducing  a  continuation  of  I.  31.  But  where  the  exscinded  frag¬ 
ments  belong  it  is  impossible  to  see.  They  continue  nothing  that 
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precedes,  and  they  prepare  for  nothing  that  follows.  They  may 
be  a  mere  editorial  embellishment,  but  such  a  hypothesis  should 
not  be  urged  if  we  can  get  along  without  it. 

1.  The  ambiguity  of  the  data  shows  that  the  verse  has  been 
remodelled  to  make  it  connect  this  chapter  with  what  precedes. 
The  original  author  evidently  made  David  remain  in  Ziklag  two 
days  after  his  return  from  smiting  the  Amalekites.  The  editor 
inserted  the  reference  to  the  death  of  Saul.  —  2.  On  the  third  day 
there  came  a  man]  the  Rabbinical  commentators  make  him  to 
have  been  Doeg,  or  his  son,  or  the  son  of  Agag.  —  With  his  clothes 
rent  and  earth  upon  his  head ]  like  the  other  bearer  of  bad  tidings, 
1  S.  412.  —  3,  4.  On  hearing  that  the  man  has  escaped  from  the 
camp  of  Israel,  David  asks  him  :  How  was  the  affair  ?\  cf.  1  S.  416. 
The  reply  is  similar  to  that  of  the  messenger  at  Shiloh  :  The  people 
flea  from  the  battle,  and  many  of  the  people  fell,  and  Saul  and 
fonathan  his  son  are  dead~\  the  climax  is  reached  in  that  in  which 
the  hearer  is  most  interested.  —  5.  David  asks  particularly  con¬ 
cerning  the  death  of  Saul  and  Jonathan  :  How  dost  thou  know 
that  Saul  and  fonathan  his  son  are  dead?  —  6.  As  already  pointed 
out,  the  reply  contradicts  the  account  already  given  of  the  death 
of  Saul :  I  happened  to  be  on  Mount  Gilboa,  a?id  Saul  was  leaning 
on  his  spear,  and  the  chariots  and  horsemen  drew  near  him ]  in 
3 13  it  was  the  archers  who  got  him  in  range.  —  7.  And  he  looked 
behind  him  and  saw  me']  Saul  had  been  facing  the  enemy  but  now 
looked  about  for  help.  —  8.  After  calling  the  stranger,  Saul  says  : 
Who  art  thou  ?  To  which  the  stranger  makes  the  reply  :  I  am 
an  Amalekite.  The  contradiction  has  thus  become  more  glaring ; 
Saul  instead  of  appealing  to  his  squire,  who  must  have  been  near 
his  person,  finds  only  one  person  within  call.  Instead  of  shrink¬ 
ing  from  the  abuse  of  the  Philistine,  he  is  willing  to  give  himself 
to  be  despatched  by  an  equally  despised  enemy,  an  Amalekite.  — 

9.  Saul’s  prayer:  Stand  over  me,  I  pray,  and  slay  me,  for  dizzi¬ 
ness  has  seized  me]  the  exhaustion  of  a  man  worn  out  with  fight¬ 
ing.  The  following  clause  is  obscure;  see  the  critical  note. — 

10.  So  I  stood  over  him  and  slew  him  for  I  knew  that  he  could 
not  live  after  he  had  fallen]  an  apology  for  his  deed  on  the  part 
of  the  murderer.  He  also  took  Saul’s  croivn  and  his  armlet]  sev- 
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eral  such  are  pictured  on  the  arms  of  Assyrian  monarchs.*  For 
the  custom  of  kings  to  go  into  battle  in  their  regalia,  notice  the 
account  of  Jehoshaphat  and  Ahab  in  1  K.  2230  where  Ahab’s  dis¬ 
guising  himself  is  an  exception  to  the  rule.  —  And  brought  them 
to  my  lord  here~\  does  not  expressly  state  that  the  bearer  regarded 
David  as  the  legitimate  successor,  but  seems  to  imply  it. — 
11,  12.  David  and  his  men  mourn  for  Saul  and  Jonathan  and  for 
the  house  of  Israel,  with  the  customary  signs  of  grief —  rending 
the  clothes,  fasting,  and  weeping.  — 13.  To  David’s  question  con¬ 
cerning  his  origin,  the  messenger  replies  :  /  am  the  son  of  an 
Amalekite  sojourner ]  one  who  had  taken  up  his  residence  in 
Israel  where  he  had  the  protection  accorded  to  a  client,  but  was 
not  in  full  citizenship.  Of  proselytes  as  we  understand  the  word, 
/.<?.,  converts  to  the  true  religion,  there  is  no  trace  in  this  early 
period.  — 14.  David’s  question  shows  his  indignation  at  any  one’s 
(we  may  suppose  a  fortiori  at  a  stranger’s)  putting  out  his  hand 
to  destroy  the  anointed  of  Yahweh ]  the  sanctity  of  the  king  made 
such  an  act  sacrilege.  The  assassins  of  Ishbaal  received  similar 
treatment  to  that  recorded  here,  4lor,  and  for  the  reason  here  indi¬ 
cated.  — 15,  16.  David  has  him  slain  by  one  of  his  soldiers  and 
justifies  the  act  in  the  words :  Thy  blood  be  upon  thy  head  because 
thine  own  mouth  testified  against  thee~\  the  guilt  of  the  man’s 
death  rests  upon  himself  because  he  deserves  to  die.  Otherwise 
it  would  rest  upon  David,  cf.  the  case  of  Abner,  3s8  and  also  1  K. 

,32.  33.  37 

1.  The  natural  construction  of  the  verse  as  it  stands  is  to  make  ui  Dtp  mi 
a  circumstantial  clause  and  therefore  parenthetical :  ‘  It  came  to  pass  after  the 
death  of  Saul  (David  meanwhile  had  returned  from  smiting  Amalek)  that 
David  abode  two  days  in  Ziklag.’  But  it  is  doubtful  whether  this  expresses 
the  sense  of  the  author.  What  he  means  is  that  after  returning  from  Amalek, 
David  abode  two  days  in  Ziklag  before  the  message  came.  The  infelicity  of 
the  text  shows  editorial  adaptation  to  the  present  context.  The  original  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  verse  was  probably  in  at”  'inx  inn  simply.  In  this  case,  there  is 
no  reason  why  it  may  not  have  continued  3031. —  pSojin]  should  be  ipScyn 
(so  6  MSS.)  with  or  p^Dji  with  (S1L.  —  2.  For  Doeg  as  the  messenger,  Schm. 
refers  to  Isaaki,  and  for  the  son  of  Agag  to  Auctor  Antiq.  Bibl.  qui  falso 
Philo  fuisse  dicitur.  Doeg  is  also  given  by  Pseudo-Hieronymus,  Questiones. 
—  Dj;d]  is  read  by  <§  DVD,  but  is  preferable  (We.).  —  4.  Dj-ntPN]  another 


*  Nestle,  Marginalien ,  p.  iG. 
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case  of  T”x  in  the  sense  of  '3,  1  S.  1520,  cf.  Davidson,  Syntax,  §  146,  R.  2.  — 
WD'l]  is  omitted  by  ©L,£j,  perhaps  rightly;  ©B  inserts:  /cal  airlOavev  /cal  SaoiiA. 
—  6.  vvnpj  Nipj]  evidently  the  two  forms  are  intended  to  be  from  the  same 
root,  cf.  201.  —  O'Bncn  wyai]  we  read  nowhere  else  of  masters  of  the  horsemen, 
and  ©  omits  'Sya  here,  unless  01  imra.px<u  covers  both  words.  Everywhere  else 
we  find  D'cns  joined  with  331.  Possibly  some  one  started  to  write  D’xn  'Spa 
(Gen.  4923)  and  afterwards  discovered  D’ana  in  his  text.  —  inpatn]  strictly 
means  that  they  had  already  overtaken  him.  —  8.  iDN'i  Kt. :  into  Qre.  The 
latter  is  necessary.  —  9.  'Sp]  implies  that  Saul  had  sunk  down  —  which  ought, 
however,  to  be  distinctly  expressed. — yasrn]  occurs  nowhere  else,  and  the 
meaning  is  doubtful :  <tk6tos  Szcvov  ©  possibly  a  corruption  of  okot&5lvos  = 
dizziness .*  The  same  idea  seems  to  be  expressed  by  sums  S>  (cf.  Nestle,  Mar- 
ginalien,  p.  16  and  reff.)  :  angustiae  2L,  Nmm  %  suppose  Saul  overcome  by 
terror.  Modern  interpreters  are  represented  by  Th.  who  renders  cramp,  and 
Kl.  who  accepts  giddiness.  Schmid  supposes  the  sentence  to  mean  my 
armour  prevents  me,  i.e.,  from  carrying  out  my  purpose  to  kill  myself.  This 
interpretation  is  due  to  the  theory  that  Saul  had  attempted  suicide,  but  the 
sword  had  been  turned  aside  by  his  coat  of  mail,  so  that  the  blow  was  not 
fatal.  —  'VDl  mjrSa_'3]  is  unusual.  It  is  supposed  to  be  by  hypallage  for 
r&£>:  133_nip“'|3  (Ges.  HlVB12.s.v.  S3).  But  the  only  analogies  cited  are  Job  27s 
and  Hos.  143,  the  latter  of  which  has  a  corrupt  text.  It  is  doubtful  moreover 
whether  the  sense  supposed — for  yet  my  life  is  whole  within  me  —  is  appro¬ 
priate.  I  think  more  likely  that  Saul  means  to  give  a  reason  for  his  dizziness, 
in  which  case  we  might  suppose  'ifo:  nn?3  '3 :  for  my  strength  is  consigned, 
that  is,  I  am  utterly  exhausted,  cf.  Ps.  84s,  where,  to  be  sure,  the  soul  is  con¬ 
sumed  with  desire.  Graetz  ( Gesch .  d.  Juden,  I.  p.  224)  proposes  to  read  Sa 
for  S3. —  10.  iSdj]  on  the  pointing  cf.  Ges.2G  61  b;  the  word  must  mean  Saul’s 
falling  to  the  earth,  showing  that  he  had  sunk  down  in  his  exhaustion.  —  an] 
of  the  royal  crown  2  K.  1112.  —  nayxNi]  occurs  only  here  and  Num.  3i60,  but 
myx,  Is.  320,  is  another  form  of  the  same  word.  We.  and  Dr.  propose  to  read 
nnjjxn  here  also,  as  the  article  seems  required  by  the  following  nc’N.  Nestle’s 
objection  that  the  king  may  have  worn  several  bracelets  does  not  remove  the 
difficulty,  for  one  of  his  bracelets  would  not  be  expressed  by  the  construction 
in  the  text.  — 11.  v>uaa  Qre,  is  sustained  by  the  following  plural  suffix. — 
12.  'ns”  'a  Sjn  mm  ay  Syi]  is  tautology  and  is  relieved  by  ©  which  reads  for 
the  first  clause  and  over  the  people  of  Judah.  But  probably  even  then  one 
clause  is  an  interpolation.  — 13.  u]  cf.  Bertholet,  Die  Stellung  der  Israeliten 
und  der  Juden  zu  den  Fremden  (1896),  pp.  1,  29. —  16.  For  "|'M  the  Qre 
commands  qm  as  in  1  K.  237.  The  Kthib  however  is  justified  by  2  S.  328. 
Cf.  la  vdi,  Lev.  209,  etc.,  and  la  inn,  Ezek.  33®. 

17-27.  David’s  dirge.  —  The  author  here  inserts  a  poem  on 
the  death  of  Saul  and  Jonathan  which  he  ascribes  to  David,  and 


*  Trendelenburg,  cited  by  Schlensner,  Nov.  Thesaurus,  V.  p.  62, 
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which  he  avowedly  takes  from  a  book  older  than  his  own.  The 
composition  is  just  what  it  purports  to  be  —  a  lament  on  the  death 
of  Israel’s  heroes.  How  are  the  mighty  fallen  is  the  refrain  at  the 
end  of  the  opening  tristich,  which  recurs  also  within  the  poem, 
and  again  at  the  close.  After  announcing  his  theme,  the  author 
deprecates  the  spread  of  news  which  will  cause  the  enemy  to 
rejoice.  He  then  pronounces  a  curse  upon  Mount  Gilboa,  the 
scene  of  so  cruel  an  event.  With  v.22  he  takes  up  the  panegyric 
of  the  departed  warriors  —  swifter  than  eagles ,  stronger  than  lions. 
He  exhorts  the  daughters  of  Israel  to  lament  over  Saul,  whose 
generosity  they  had  often  experienced  in  the  distribution  of  the 
booty.  And  in  conclusion  he  gives  vent  to  his  own  personal 
bereavement  in  the  loss  of  Jonathan. 

There  seems  to  be  no  reason  to  doubt  the  genuineness  of  the 
poem.  One  negative  reason  in  its  favour  seems  to  be  of  over¬ 
whelming  force  :  it  has  no  religious  allusion  whatever.  The  strong 
current  of  tradition  which  early  made  David  a  religious  hero,  ren¬ 
ders  it  improbable  that  any  one  should  compose  for  David  a  poem 
which  contains  no  allusion  to  Yahweh,  to  his  relation  to  Israel,  or 
to  his  care  for  Israel’s  king.  A  similar  argument  is  the  absence 
of  any  allusion  to  the  strained  relations  which  had  existed  between 
Saul  and  David.  That  David  should  show  true  magnanimity  in 
the  case  is  not  surprising.  But  it  would  hardly  be  human  nature 
for  an  imitator  not  to  make  at  least  a  veiled  allusion  to  David’s 
experience  at  the  court  of  Saul  and  during  his  forced  exile.  With 
these  negative  indications  we  must  put  the  absence  of  any  positive 
marks  of  a  late  date.  There  seems  to  be  absolutely  nothing  in 
the  poem  which  is  inconsistent  with  its  alleged  authorship. 

The  text  of  the  poem  has  unfortunately  suffered  in  transmission, 
and  in  some  parts  it  cannot  be  restored  with  certainty.  For  the 
most  part  it  is  written  in  verses  of  four  accents.  Its  logical  divi¬ 
sions  are  indicated  in  the  outline  already  given. 

17-27.  A  translation  is  given  by  Herder,  Geist  der  Ebrdischen  Potsie, 
3  Aufl.  (Leipzig,  1825),  II.  p.  289  f.  Justi  inserts  also  in  this  edition  his 
own  translation,  with  a  reference  to  his  Nationalgesange  der  Hebrder  as  well 
as  his  Blumen  althebraischer  Dichtkunst,  neither  of  which  I  have  seen. 
Translations  are  given  also  by  E.  Meier,  Poet.  Nationalliteratur  d.  Hebr. 
p.  123;  Ewald,  Dichter  des  Alien  Bundes,  I.  p.  149  f.;  Graetz,  Gesch.  d. 
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Juden,  I.  p.  224  f. ;  Stade,  G  VI.  I.  p.  259;  GASmith,  Geog.  p.  404  f.  The 
consensus  of  recent  scholars  is  in  favour  of  the  genuineness  of  the  poem. 

17.  David  sang  this  dirge ]  as  he  sang  a  dirge  over  Abner,  3s5 ; 
the  same  phrase  Ezek.  3216.  — 18.  The  first  half-verse  is  perfectly 
plain  so  far  as  the  words  are  concerned,  but  in  their  present  place 
they  are  wholly  incongruous  :  And  he  said  to  teach  the  children  of 
Jiidah  the  bow.  In  the  first  place  if  the  author  meant  that  David 
commanded  something  he  would  have  said  so.  Secondly,  the 
information  that  he  commanded  to  teach  the  use  of  the  bow  (AV.) 
is  irrelevant.  The  song  of  the  bow  (RV.)  is  equally  out  of  place 
unless  it  means  this  song,  which  some  indeed  suppose.  But  it  is 
a  strange  procedure  for  the  author  to  tell  us  that  David  com¬ 
manded  to  teach  the  song  of  the  bow  without  letting  us  know  that 
this  means  the  song  before  us.  And  why  did  he  not  say  simply 
this  song  or  this  dirge,  which  would  have  been  perfectly  clear? 
We  can  do  nothing  with  the  text  as  it  stands,  and  the  efforts  of 
the  commentators  only  bring  the  difficulty  more  clearly  into  relief. 
The  versions  give  only  slight  help.  The  word  rendered  bow  is 
omitted  by  (©.  But  this  does  not  heal  the  difficulty.  The  only 
thing  certain  seems  to  be  that  the  half-verse  represents  the  open¬ 
ing  words  of  the  dirge  with  the  introductory  phrase  :  And  he  said. 
By  a  conjecture  which  will  be  discussed  in  the  critical  note,  I 
suppose  the  next  following  words  to  have  been  :  Weep,  O  Judah  ! 
The  second  half  of  the  verse  :  Behold  it  is  written  in  the  Book  of 
Jashar ]  is  a  marginal  note  which  has  crept  into  the  text.  The 
Book  of  Jashar  is  mentioned  Jos.  io13,  and  was  possibly  also  cited 
in  the  original  of  x  K.  813,  in  both  cases  as  authority  for  a  poetical 
quotation. 

18.  ntfp  min'  m  nnSS  idn'i]  there  is  no  reason  why  the  author  should 
not  say  W'l  if  he  meant  that  David  commanded  something.  We  expect  also 
ntPprrnN  instead  of  the  simple  nt rp.  But  the  great  difficulty  is  the  irrelevancy 
of  the  passage  in  this  connexion  —  between  the  announcement  of  the  dirge 
and  the  dirge  itself.  The  Jewish  expositors  do  not  see  the  difficulty.  Isaaki 
says  simply  :  “  David  said,  now  that  the  mighty  men  of  Israel  have  fallen,  it  is 
necessary  that  the  Children  of  Judah  learn  war  and  draw  the  bow.”  Kimchi 
supposes  that  David  encouraged  his  followers  by  reminding  them  that  Judah 
was  armed  with  the  bow.  Among  Christian  commentators,  Grotius  interprets 
that  the  song  was  to  be  sung  during  the  martial  exercises  of  the  soldiers; 
which  of  course  has  no  foundation  in  the  text.  Schm.  translates  idn'1 
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inscr'ipsitque ,  and  makes  the  rest  of  the  clause  a  title,  similar  to  the  titles  of 
the  Psalms.  These  ingenious  examples  show  the  impossibility  of  making  any¬ 
thing  of  the  present  text.  The  versions  seem  to  have  had  what  we  have,  except 
that  C§  omits  mfp;  but  this  leaves  us  pretty  much  where  we  were  before. 

Ew.  conjectures  Q'Z’p  for  ntvp  translating,  he  commanded  to  teach  the  children 
of  Israel  accurately.  Conceding  that  this  translation  is  possible,  it  does  not 
relieve  the  main  difficulty,  and  the  same  is  true  of  Th.’s  emendation  of  the 
same  word  to  aipp  for  which  he  cites  Is.  2I7.  GASmith  changes  to  nirp  and 
regards  the  whole  clause  as  a  gloss.  But  why  should  a  glossator  get  it  into 
his  head  that  David  not  only  sang  the  nnp  but  that  he  had  it  taught?  Such 
pains  is  unexampled,  and  the  glossator  can  have  supposed  it  possible  only 
because  there  was  already  corruption  of  the  text  of  which  he  had  to  make 
sense.  Perles  ( Analekten  zur  Textkritik,  p.  21)  thinks  nc’p  the  result  of 
abbreviation,  Vnw  ni'p  having  been  shortened  to  'Vp  and  then  read  rrc’p.  He 
also  supposes  these  words  an  insertion.  We.  has  a  theory  to  account  for  n B»p. 
He  thinks  a  glossator  explained  D'ttnfln  in  v.6  by  putting  in  the  margin  'Spa 
mp,  and  that  one  half  of  the  gloss  crept  into  v.6  and  the  other  half  into  this 
verse,  which  may  have  stood  in  the  corresponding  line  of  the  second  column 
of  the  page.  This  is  more  ingenious  than  convincing. 

Of  all  the  authors  I  have  found,  Klostermann  is  the  only  one  who  seems  to 
have  made  a  start  towards  the  right  solution.  He  sees  and  says  that  ncN'i 
must  introduce  the  poem;  and  as  soon  as  this  is  pointed  out,  every  one  must 
recognize  the  correctness  of  the  observation.  Whatever  we  do  with  the  rest 
of  the  verse,  this  must  have  been  the  original  force  of  ncN’i  —  it  immediately 
preceded  the  text  of  the  poem.  The  second  half  of  the  verse  is  therefore  a 
later  insertion,  which  indeed  its  wording  makes  very  probable.  The  words 
following  iDX'i  represent  the  opening  verse  of  the  dirge.  Kl.  (followed  by 
Bu.  in  his  text)  supposes  the  original  reading  to  have  been  niirp  min'  'j'3 
which  Kl.  translates :  Receive,  O  Judah,  cruel  tidings.  But  it  is  doubtful 
whether  this  is  good  Hebrew. 

It  is  altogether  probable  that  the  word  now  represented  by  'J3  was  origi¬ 
nally  parallel  to  the  '3Xj>n  which  (as  we  shall  see)  must  be  restored  in  the 
next  verse.  But  if  so  the  natural  emendation  is  '03.  An  entirely  appropriate 
opening  of  the  dirge  would  be 

min'  '03 

'oNiii"  '3xpn 

After  '03  had  become  corrupted  to  \J3  the  other  words  may  have  been  inserted 
to  make  some  sort  of  sense.  On  the  other  hand,  according  to  the  measure 
which  prevails  throughout  the  poem,  we  should  expect  six  words  in  this  couplet 
instead  of  four,  and  the  two  words  which  we  still  find  there  may  be  corrupt 
representatives  of  the  two  which  we  desire.  But,  as  to  their  original  form,  I 
have  not  any  probable  conjecture  to  offer. 

19.  The  received  text  has  :  The  Gazelle  is  slain,  or  :  The  beauty 
is  slain']  but  either  word  is  inappropriate.  The  gazelle  is  a  fleet 
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but  shy  animal,  distinguished  for  a  grace  and  beauty  which  we 
think  of  as  feminine.  Saul  and  Jonathan  are  later  said  to  be 
swifter  than  eagles.  But  the  eagle  hastes  to  the  prey,  while  the 
gazelle  flees  from  the  pursuer.  One  comparison  is  as  inappropri¬ 
ate  as  the  other  is  apt.  Nor  is  the  abstract  beauty  any  better,  for 
the  word  here  used  is  never  used  of  the  glory  which  is  given  by 
strength.  <§  found  a  verb,  and  following  its  hint  so  far  as  to 
restore  a  verb  here  we  may  read  :  Grieve,  O  Israel !  The  next 
following  words  must  then  be  made  a  clause  by  themselves :  On 
thy  heights  are  the  slam.  It  is  too  long  for  the  metre  in  the 
present  text.  The  refrain  —  How  are  the  mighty  fallen  !  —  recurs 
below,  as  has  been  already  pointed  out. 

19.  nxn]  is  defended  by  Dr.,  though  he  finds  it  a  little  singular.  In  fact 
the  word  is  nowhere  used  with  reference  to  a  man,  and  it  would  be  strange  if 
Saul’s  beauty  were  made  his  characteristic  here,  when  we  nowhere  else  hear 
of  it.  His  manly  strength  indeed  we  might  find  it  well  to  mention,  but  this 
would  not  be  the  term  chosen.  The  flower  of  Israel’s  army  might  perhaps  be 
described  as  here,  though  even  this  is  without  analogy.  The  gazelle  is,  of 
course,  out  of  the  question.  Asahel  is  indeed  compared  to  one  of  the  gazelles, 
218,  but  we  are  expressly  told  that  the  point  of  the  comparison  is  his  swiftness 
of  foot.  dAB  ottjAwctoi/  and  ©L  ai{pi/3acrai  both  seem  to  render  n'xn.  On  the 
ground  of  this,  Kl.  conjectures  nxyn  which  commends  itself;  the  feminine 
form  being  chosen  because  Israel  is  the  mother  of  the  fallen  heroes,  tpnna 
should  be  pointed  to  agree  with  this.  —  SSn]  rendered  as  a  plural  by  (553L,  is 
collective. 

20.  Tell  it  not  in  Gath ,  make  it  not  known  in  the  streets  of  Ash- 
kelon]  representative  Philistine  cities.  The  paronomasia  of  the 
first  clause  is  repeated  in  Mic.  i10.  —  21.  Mountains  of  Gilboa  ! 
May  no  dew  descend ;  and  may  no  rain  fall  upon  you,  ye  fields  of 
death  !  For  the  conjecture  on  which  this  translation  is  based  see 
the  note.  The  common  text  is  unintelligible.  —  For  there  was 
cast  away  the  shield  of  heroes,  the  shield  of  Saul  not  anointed 
with  oil]  the  shield  instead  of  being  polished  and  cared  for  by 
its  owner  is  left  to  rust  or  rot  in  the  field.  The  text  however  is 
not  free  from  difficulty. 

21.  nn]  is  suspicious  because  Gilboa  was  the  name  of  the  mountain 
ridge  itself,  not  of  the  district.  We  should  probably  read  jnSjn  nn,  favoured 
by  (§L%.  Kl.  proposes  to  restore  yFj  mn  be  desolate,  Gilboa!  —  an  extremely 
attractive  conjecture.  Strb.N  seems  to  require  a  verb,  ft)  nlcroi  (£5L:  fxr]  Kuraf} i? 
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©AB;  insert  therefore  tu.  The  Arab  poet  also  prays  that  no  dew  or  rain  may 
fall  on  the  place  where  the  heroes  have  fallen  (We.,  Skizzen,  I.  p.  139). — 
mnnn  iitfi]  is  unintelligible :  fields  of  offerings  have  no  place  in  the  context, 
the  1  is  useless,  and  the  form  ntP  suspicious.  (§L  opr)  Bavarov  is  probably  right 
in  reading  the  last  three  letters  as  the  word  me.  In  that  case,  the  simplest 
expedient  is  to  restore  the  accredited  nvw  and  to  put  the  article  for  the  two 
letters  not  accounted  for  —  men  nvw  is  not  very  remote  from  the  text  and 
gives  a  satisfactory  sense.  Bu.  conjectures  rnmn  mi?  referring  to  Jd.  931 
which  is  however  itself  corrupt  (cf.  Moore  on  the  passage).  It  would  be 
better  to  read  n-ufin  with  Jer.  1414  Kt.;  fields  of  deceit  fit  the  context  fairly 
well,  and  the  same  meaning  is  got  by  Kl.  who  proposes  nioi  nne>;  GASmitb 
reads  mains  nttn;  Graetz  makes  mnnn  itc,  equivalent  to  me>  ’diid  Jd.  518. 
The  variety  of  suggestions  (and  the  number  might  easily  be  increased)  shows 
the  difficulty  of  the  reading.  —  rwo  ’S3]  is  usually  understood  to  apply  to  the 
shield,  in  which  case  we  should  read  two  which  is  found  in  23  Heb.  MSS. 
and  some  early  editions.  We.  independently  conjectured  this  to  be  the  true 
reading.  Graetz  proposes  rvs’B  ’S3 :  the  weapon  of  the  anointed.  3L  makes 
the  words  refer  to  Saul  quasi  non  unctus,  and  this  was  adopted  in  AV.  The 
reference  to  the  shield  was  understood  by  ©,  and  by  some  of  the  Rabbinical 
expositors.  Budde  makes  a  new  verse  begin  with  this  clause,  translating :  Not 
anointed  with  oil,  but  with  the  blood  and  fat  of  slain  warriors,  lies  now  the 
shield  of  Saul  upon  the  battlefield.  See  the  note  on  the  next  verse. 

22.  Saul  has  been  introduced  by  the  mention  of  his  shield  in 
the  preceding  verse.  This  leads  up  naturally  to  a  panegyric  of 
him  and  his  heroic  son.  The  devouring  sword  of  Saul  is  paralleled 
with  the  equally  insatiable  bow  of  Jonathan  :  From  the  blood  of 
the  slain ,  from  the  fat  of  heroes,  the  bow  of  Jonathan  turned  not 
back,  and  the  sword  of  Saul  returned  not  empty\  the  figure  seems 
entirely  appropriate ;  and  there  seems,  moreover,  no  reason  to 
change  the  order  of  the  clauses. 

22.  ansr  aSrin  D’SSn  aio]  as  noticed  above,  Bu.  (and  similarly  Ivl.)  makes 
these  words  define  the  contrast  between  Saul’s  shield  as  it  now  lies,  and  its 
former  state  — instead  of  being  carefully  oiled  and  polished,  it  is  smeared  with 
the  blood  and  fat  of  the  slain.  But  with  JD1£'3  we  should  certainly  expect  ana, 
and  the  change  to  another  preposition  is  inexplicable.  While  we  might  allow 
the  blood  to  smear  the  shield,  it  is  hard  to  picture  the  fat  of  the  slain  as  part 
of  the  polluting  medium.  On  the  other  hand,  the  usual  figure  of  the  sword  as 
a  devouring  monster  certainly  allows  us  to  think  of  it  as  satiated  with  the  fat 
as  well  as  the  blood  of  its  victims.  Retention  of  the  usual  connexion  and 
order  of  the  clauses  therefore  seems  to  be  more  satisfactory  than  any  change 
yet  suggested.  —  Jiisu]  an  unusual  spelling.  The  commoner  form  jidj  is  found 
in  some  MSS. 
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23.  The  two  heroes  shared  a  common  fate :  Saul  and  Jona¬ 
than,  the  beloved  and  the  lovely]  cf.  Cant.  i16.  —  In  life  and  in  death 
they  were  not  divide d~]  this  seems  to  be  the  natural  connexion  and 
sense  of  the  passage.  —  They  were  swifter  than  eagles']  the  speed 
of  the  bird  of  prey  is  noted  elsewhere,  Hab.  i8.  The  vehemence 
of  its  attack  is  the  point  of  the  comparison,  cf.  Jer.  413. —  They 
were  stronger  than  lions]  Jd.  1418. 

23.  mnx]  this  seems  to  be  the  usual  plural  for  nx,  and  does  not  mean 
lionesses  as  distinguished  from  lions. 

24.  The  women  of  Israel  are  reminded  of  their  loss  and  called 
upon  to  weep  over  Saul.  As  the  women  took  the  lead  in  public 
festivities  on  joyful  occasions,  so  it  was  they  who  lamented  the 
fallen  when  there  was  ceremonial  mourning.  They  had  special 
reason  when  a  warlike  prince  had  fallen,  for  from  his  hand  they 
had  received  the  spoil  of  the  enemy  :  who  clothed  you  with  scarlet 
and  fitie  linen.  The  two  articles  of  luxury  belong  together, 
Luke  1619.  For  the  golden  jewels  with  which  he  decked  them,  cf. 
Jer.  430. 

24.  no  with  Ss  is  not  common,  but  cf.  Ezek.  2781.  We  should  perhaps 
read  with  10  MSS.  —  Duty  D>']  with  dainties  is  the  natural  meaning  of  the 
words,  but  the  construction  is  harsh,  and  K  is  obliged  to  insert  onS  boim.  It 
seems  better  to  emend  with  Graetz  (  Gesch.  d.  Juden,  I.  p.  192)  reading  D'JOD  Djr, 
cf.  Jd.  1413  Is.  323.  ny  is  collective  as  in  Ex.  33°. 

25.  The  lament  over  the  fallen  is  followed  by  David’s  expres¬ 
sion  of  personal  bereavement.  Repeating  the  refrain  :  How  are 
the  mighty  fallen  in  the  battle,  he  makes  special  mention  of  Jona¬ 
than.  Unfortunately,  this  half  of  the  verse  is  hopelessly  corrupt. 
The  received  text  gives  :  Jonathan  on  thy  heights  is  slain.  But 
the  pronoun  must  refer  to  Israel  in  order  to  make  sense,  and 
Israel  has  not  been  mentioned  since  the  opening  distich.  No  one 
of  the  various  conjectures  which  have  been  brought  forward  seems 
free  from  difficulty. 

25.  If  the  first  half  of  the  verse  stood  alone  we  might  suppose  it  to  contain 
the  lament  which  the  women  are  to  chant.  For  this  reason  Kl.  emends  by 
changing  the  words  nranSnn  -pro  into  ncriD  'Sa  VONU  a  variant  of  which  he 
supposes  now  to  stand  at  the  end  of  the  dirge  (where  <ST‘  reads  for 

nan'o).  But  if  this  be  original,  it  is  hard  to  account  for  the  corruption. 
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Graetz  corrects  jruim  to  SkiZ’1  which  would  give  a  good  sense  in  itself  consid¬ 
ered.  But  the  opening  of  v.26  would  then  be  very  abrupt.  We.  points  out 
that  several  Greek  codd.  read  ds  66.vo.tov  iTpavfj.aTiodrif')  (@L  adds  ip.ol') 
which  would  allow  us  to  restore  fiSVn  mo1?.  Kl.  goes  further,  suggesting: 
■UN  mVn  "]niD2,  in  thy  death  I  too  am  zvounded,  while  Bu.  reads  in  his  text 
SSn  iniD3  ’tiS,  my  heart  is  wounded  in  thy  death.  The  last  is  less  remote 
from  the  received  text,  but  none  can  be  regarded  as  convincing. 

26.  A  burst  of  grief  at  the  recollection  of  what  Jonathan’s 
friendship  had  been.  It  seems  necessary  to  disregard  the  accents 
and  arrange  the  words  as  a  tristich  : 

lam  in  anguish  for  thee,  my  brother,  Jonathazi  ! 

Thou  zvert  delightsome  to  me  —  exceedingly  wonderful ! 

Thy  love  for  me  was  beyond  the  love  of  women. 

We  thus  conform  to  the  metre  of  the  rest  of  the  composition. 
The  love  of  wotnen  which  the  poet  has  in  mind  may  be  supposed 
to  include  both  the  love  of  the  bride  for  her  husband  and  the  love 
of  the  mother  for  her  son.  —  27.  The  refrain  is  here  completed 
by  the  additional  clause  :  And  the  weapons  of  war  perished ! 
The  parallelism  suggests  that  the  weapons  of  tvar  are  Saul  and 
Jonathan  themselves  (Dr.  from  Ewald). 

26.  msAin]  on  the  form  as  here  pointed  cf.  Ges.26  75  00.  The  text  may 
not  be  sound,  but  no  acceptable  emendation  has  yet  been  proposed.  Kl. 
points  out  that  the  termination  would  cause  us  to  read  nnxSDj,  thou  zvert 
wonderful,  an  emphatic  repetition  of  nnpj,  and  although  this  is  without 
analogy,  so  far  as  I  discover,  it  is  probably  the  best  we  can  do  with  the 
present  text.  Bu.’s  onSdj  taken  adverbially  would  require  the  ixa  to  follow. 
• — 27.  ncrocn]  eiridup-pTa  is  found  in  as  noted  above.  It  seems  to  be 
taken  from  Theodotion  (cf.  Field,  Hex.  Origenis'). 


The  following  translation  is  designed  simply  to  embody  the  results  of  the 
foregoing  inquiry. 


I. 


18.  Weep,  O  Judah  ! 

19.  Grieve,  O  Israel ! 

On  thy  heights  are  the  slain; 
How  are  the  mighty  fallen  ! 


II. 

20.  Tell  it  not  in  Gath; 

Publish  it  not  in  the  streets  of  Ashkelon ! 

Lest  the  daughters  of  the  Philistines  rejoice; 

Lest  the  daughters  of  the  uncircumcised  be  glad. 
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21.  Mountains  of  Gilboa !  May  no  dew  descend 
Nor  rain  upon  you,  fields  of  death  ! 

For  there  was  cast  away  the  shield  of  heroes, 

The  shield  of  Saul  not  anointed  with  oil. 

22.  From  the  blood  of  the  slain, 

From  the  fat  of  heroes, 

The  bow  of  Jonathan  turned  not  back, 

And  the  sword  of  Saul  returned  not  empty. 

23.  Saul  and  Jonathan,  the  beloved  and  the  lovelvi 
In  life  and  in  death  they  were  not  divided. 

They  were  swifter  than  eagles, 

They  were  stronger  than  lions. 

24.  Daughters  of  Israel,  weep  over  Saul ! 

Who  clothed  you  with  scarlet  and  fine  linen, 

Who  put  golden  jewels  upon  your  clothing. 

25.  How  are  the  mighty  fallen 
In  the  midst  of  the  battle ! 

III. 

Jonathan  ..... 

26.  I  am  distressed  for  thee,  Jonathan,  my  brother! 

Thou  wert  delightsome  to  me  —  exceeding  wonderful! 

Thy  love  to  me  was  beyond  the  love  of  women. 

27.  How  are  the  mighty  fallen, 

And  the  weapons  of  war  perished ! 


2  SAMUEL  II.-XXIV.  DAVID  THE  KING. 

This  is  the  third  part  of  the  Books  of  Samuel,  as  now  con¬ 
structed.  The  composite  nature  of  the  history  has  been  indicated 
in  the  Introduction,  as  has  the  fact  that  the  main  source  continues 
into  1  Kings. 

Chapters  II. -IV.  The  Kingdom  of  Hebron.  —  The  account 
seems  to  continue  immediately  the  story  broken  off  (for  the  in¬ 
sertion  of  the  Dirge)  at  i1^. 

II.  l-4a.  David  becomes  king  of  Hebron.  —  After  this,  that 
is,  after  receiving  the  news  of  Saul’s  death,  David  asked  of 
Yahweh ]  1  S.  23s  308.  In  the  account  here  given,  David’s  first 
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question  is  in  the  usual  direct  form,  the  second  asks  for  a  specific 
name.  But  probably  the  name  was  obtained  by  a  process  of 
exclusion  like  that  used  in  discovering  a  person  by  lot.  Hebron 
was  in  fact  indicated  by  its  position,  and  the  oracle  could  hardly 
go  astray.  It  was  the  well-known  chief  city  of  Judah,  or  rather  of 
Caleb,  Jd.  i10'20  Jos.  1513.  The  writer  counts  it  to  Judah,  Caleb 
having  already  become  a  clan  of  that  tribe.  David  went  up  to  it 
from  Ziklag  which  lay  lower  down.  —  2,  3.  David  brought  up  his 
household  and  his  men  with  their  families,  and  they  dwelt  in  the 
citadel  of  Hebron\  the  received  text  has  :  in  the  cities  of  Hebron, 
which  can  hardly  be  correct.  —  4.  And  the  men  of  Judah  came 
and  anointed  David  there  as  king  over  the  house  of  Judah~\  the 
sovereignty  would  not  be  legitimate  unless  confirmed  by  the 
Sheikhs  of  the  clans.  How  much  choice  they  had  in  the  matter 
is  difficult  to  say.  The  master  of  a  devoted  band  of  seasoned 
soldiers  was  a  dangerous  man  to  reject.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
public  defence  was  likely  to  be  well  attended  to  by  such  a  man, 
and  David  had  always  been  well  disposed  towards  his  own  people. 
That  he  continued  to  acknowledge  the  suzerainty  of  Achish  seems 
almost  certain,  from  the  fact  that  the  Philistines  allowed  him  to 
extend  his  kingdom  so  far  as  he  did. 

1.  The  name  {nan  possibly  means  confederacy,  and  the  other  name  given 
to  the  city  —  Kirjath-Arba  —  may  indicate  the  fact  that  the  town  was  originally 
settled  by  various  clans  who  made  an  alliance;  cf.  Moore  on  Jd.  i10  with  his 
references.  The  cohabitation  of  various  Arab  tribes  in  Medina  is  a  parallel 
instance.  GASmith  ( Geog .  p.  318)  thinks  the  ancient  city  lay  on  a  hill  to  the 
northwest  of  the  present  site.  —  3.  WJM]  the  suffix  is  superfluous;  read 
D'wsni  with  ©B.  It  is  possible  that  the  text  of  -■ 3  was  originally  shorter.  — 
plan  nya]  is  supposed  to  mean  in  the  towns  in  the  district  of  which  Hebron 
was  the  centre.  These  dependent  places  however  are  called  elsewhere  onxn, 
or  else  the  daughters  of  the  chief  city,  and  there  is  no  clear  parallel  to  ny 
plan.  It  seems  better  therefore  to  read  plan  mya  and  take  my  in  its  primary 
sense  of  fort  or  citadel,  cf.  57-  9.  There  is  no  reason  why  David’s  procedure  at 
Hebron  should  differ  from  that  at  Jerusalem. 

4tJ-7.  David’s  message  to  the  Gileadites.  —  The  fragment  ob¬ 
viously  presupposes  1  S.  31,  and  seems  to  continue  that  narrative 
directly,  for  31 13  is  abrupt  in  its  ending  and  requires  something 
further.  In  that  case,  this  document  had  an  account  of  David’s 
anointing.  —  4.  The  Hebrew  as  it  stands  does  not  make  sense. 


II.  i-7 
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They  told  David  of  the  men  of  fabesli  Gilead,  which  is  probably 
the  intention  of  the  author,  would  require  a  different  order.  — 

5.  David  blesses  them  because  they  had  done  this  kindness  to  their 
lord.  The  burial  of  the  dead  is  an  act  of  piety.  —  6.  In  addition 
to  invoking  Yahweh’s  blessing  on  them,  David  promises  :  I  also 
will  do  you  good  because  you  have  done  this  thing ]  the  text  must 
be  emended  in  a  single  word.  —  7.  The  times  call  for  courage  on 
their  part :  For  your  lord  Saul  is  dead  and  me  the  house  of  fudah 
have  anointed  king  over  them']  so  that  I  am  kept  at  a  distance  from 
you  for  the  present,  seems  to  be  the  implication. 

4b.  The  sentence,  as  it  stands,  is  incomplete :  They  told  David,  saying  : 
The  men  of  Jabesh  Gilead  who  buried  Saul.  Precisely  as  in  English,  a  predi¬ 
cate  should  follow;  but  the  present  text  leaves  us  in  the  lurch.  The  English 
version  :  The  men  of  Jabesh  Gilead  were  they  that  buried  Saul  would  require 
the  insertion  of  rvcn  at  least.  (§L  translates  as  if  it  had  ncn  instead  of 
(5B  transfers  tcx,  making  it  follow  icx1?,  while  ,£  omits  tcn.  Bu.  does  the 
same  on  conjecture  but  does  not  profess  to  regard  the  resulting  text  as  origi¬ 
nal.  Kl.  proposes  to  read  for  "1DN1?,  cf.  Gen.  26s2.  I  should  think 

mnt!>~nN  equally  appropriate  —  they  told  David  the  names  of  the  men.  But 
the  insecurity  of  our  footing  is  evident.  —  5.  'C-jx]  <!5B  has  -qyoiyreVour  (fjyefj.6- 
vas  L)  representing  cf.  Jd.  961  (<SA).  For  run  iDnn  (B  is  lacking 

here)  has  rb  eA eos  r oD  Oeov  which  is  perhaps  original;  (SL  omits  run.  — 

6.  rusun  n^cn]  seems  difficult.  If  it  refer  to  the  present  embassy  (perhaps 
with  a  gift)  we  should  expect  the  verb  to  be  in  the  other  tense.  Kl.  makes 
nii’j’N  a  cohortative :  let  me  show  you  this  friendliness.  But  a  king  would 
hardly  take  this  tone.  It  is  best  therefore  to  change  nxm  to  nn.n  as  is  done 
by  We.  (Dr.,  Bu.).  —  7.  tun]  naturally  introduces  a  reason  of  the  same  kind 
with  that  which  had  preceded,  and  this  can  only  be  that  the  administration  of 
Judah  keeps  David  just  now  from  coming  to  the  assistance  of  Gilead. 

II.  8-IV.  12.  The  reign  of  Ishbaal.  —  Ishbaal,  the  only  surviv¬ 
ing  son  of  Saul,  becomes  king  over  North  Israel.  The  chief  sup¬ 
port  of  his  throne  is  Abner,  Saul’s  general.  In  the  war  carried 
on  between  the  two  Israelitish  powers,  David  is  the  gainer.  Ish¬ 
baal  hastens  his  own  downfall  by  his  resentment  at  Abner’s 
encroachments  on  the  prerogative.  Abner  agrees  to  deliver  the 
kingdom  to  David,  but  is  murdered  in  blood  revenge  by  Joab. 
Ishbaal,  deprived  of  his  chief  officer,  falls  by  the  hand  of  assassins. 
But  when  these  come  to  David  expecting  a  reward,  they  are  treated 
as  the  murderer  of  Saul  had  been  treated. 


268 


2  SAMUEL 


The  piece  is  homogeneous,  except  some  brief  interpolations 
which  will  be  noticed  in  the  course  of  the  exposition.  The  most 
extensive  is  32'5.  The  document  from  which  the  section  is  taken 
seems  to  be  the  same  from  which  we  have  the  full  account  of 
David’s  reign  in  9-20. 

8-11.  Abner  places  Ishbaal  on  the  throne.  —  The  opening  part 
of  the  paragraph  is  necessary  to  the  understanding  of  what  follows. 
Not  so  with  10a  and  n,  two  chronological  statements  such  as  else¬ 
where  belong  to  the  final  redaction  of  the  book.  —  8.  The  verse 
follows  1  S.  3 113.  After  the  death  of  Saul,  we  naturally  inquire 
what  became  of  his  kingdom.  As  fitted  to  the  present  place  it 
tells  us  that  Abner  had  taken  Ishbaal  and  brought  him  over  to 
Mahanaini\  the  name  Ishbaal  has  been  mutilated  to  Ishbosheth  to 
suit  the  squeamishness  of  the  scribes.  Mahanaim,  an  ancient 
sanctuary,  was  later  David’s  refuge  when  driven  out  of  his  capital. 
It  is  mentioned  in  connexion  with  Jacob’s  wanderings,  immediately 
after  the  treaty  with  Laban,  Gen.  32s.  This  account  brings  it  into 
connexion  with  the  Jabbok,  and  from  2  S.  1823  we  infer  that  it 
cannot  have  been  far  from  the  Jordan  valley.  It  is  not  yet  clearly 
identified  in  any  modern  site.  —  9.  Ishbaal’s  kingdom  included 
nearly  all  Israel  —  all  north  of  Jerusalem  and  all  east  of  the  Jor¬ 
dan  :  Gilead,  the  well-known  transjordanic  district,  and  the  Ashe- 
rite,  north  of  the  Great  Plain,  Jd.  r!lf',  and  Jezreel,  and  Ephraim, 
and  Benjamin,  a)id  [in  fact]  all  Israel.  The  original  narrative 
continued  by  adding  10b  :  only  the  house  of  Judah  followed  David. 
The  extent  of  Ishbaal’s  kingdom  is  confirmed  by  the  fact  that  the 
battle,  an  account  of  which  follows,  was  fought  at  Gibeon,  and 
further  by  the  fact  that  a  late  writer  would  have  reduced  its  pro¬ 
portions  and  have  given  more  of  it  to  David.  The  Philistine 
occupation  of  the  country  was  maintained  to  an  extent  sufficient 
to  secure  their  sovereignty,  and  it  is  probable  that  both  Ishbaal 
and  David  were  their  tributaries.*  That  their  vassals  should 
weaken  each  other  by  war  was,  of  course,  according  to  the  wish 
of  the  Philistines.  — 10.  The  first  half-verse  is  an  endeavour  to 
introduce  a  scheme  of  chronology,  like  1  S.  131.  The  data  are 
suspicious.  Ishbaal  could  hardly  have  been  forty  years  old,  and 


*  Cf.  Kamphausen,  “  Philister  und  Hebraer,"  in  the  £A  TW.  VI.  pp.  43-97. 
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it  seems  altogether  likely  that  he  reigned  more  than  two  years. — 
11.  Another  insertion  possibly  occasioned  by  IOa,  as  though  the 
redactor  in  speaking  of  the  length  of  Ishbaal’s  reign  felt  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  add  something  concerning  David.  It  could  hardly  escape 
notice  however  that  the  two  verses  are  inconsistent.  The  reign  of 
Ishbaal  virtually  coincided  in  length  with  David’s  reign  at  Hebron. 
1  he  hypothesis  that  Abner  was  five  years  in  reconquering  the  ter¬ 
ritory  of  Saul  is  untenable,  for  in  any  case  Ishbaal  must  count  his 
reign  from  the  death  of  Saul,  whose  legitimate  successor  he  was. 
On  the  other  hand,  that  five  years  elapsed  after  the  death  of  Ish¬ 
baal  before  the  tribes  acknowledged  David,  is  contrary  to  all  the 
indications  of  the  narrative.  The  length  of  David’s  Hebron  reign, 
as  given  here,  coincides  with  the  datum  in  5®,  and  we  have  no 
reason  to  doubt  its  correctness. 

8.  niWtP'N]  The  man  of  shame  would  be  no  name  to  give  a  son,  espe¬ 
cially  a  king’s  son.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  original  name  is  preserved 
to  us  in  the  form  1  Chr.  833  939.  We  find  traces  of  the  original  form 

in  some  MSS.  of  ©  and  I  in  this  passage  also.  The  reluctance  of  the  later 
Jews  to  pronounce  the  name  Baal  led  to  the  substitution  of  ruo  for  it,  even 
in  proper  names.  Another  method  was  taken  with  this  name  in  1  S.  1449. 
As  we  see  from  Jerubbaal,  the  name  Baal  was,  in  the  early  period  of  Israel’s 
history,  applied  without  scruple  to  Yahweh,  cf.  Moore,  Judges,  p.  195. — 
Dunn]  tic  rijs  Tape/xfioAris  ©  :  per  castra  3L.  That  a  proper  name  is  intended 
is  certain.  A  number  of  transjordanic  names  have  the  (apparent)  dual  end¬ 
ing  :  Eglaim,  Kirjathaim,  and  others.  For  the  location  we  may  note  that 
Jacob  passed  Mahanaim  before  he  reached  Penuel  on  his  way  from  Syria  to 
Canaan,  and  that  Penuel  lay  at  the  fords  of  the  Jabbok.  Josh.  1328.30  makes 
Mahanaim  a  point  on  the  boundary  line  of  Gad  and  the  eastern  Manasseh. 
But  none  of  these  indications  are  sufficient  to  identify  the  exact  spot.  Mahne 
or  Mihne  mentioned  by  Buhl  ( Geog .  p.  257)  from  Seetzen  and  Merrill  ( Across 
the  Jordan,  p.  433  ff.)  seems  to  lie  too  far  from  the  Jordan  valley  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  2  S.  18.  —  9.  of  a  clan  of  this  name  we  have  a  trace 

in  Gen.  25s.  But  they  were  evidently  Bedawin  and  not  likely  to  come  under 
Ishbaal.  The  Israelite  tribe  nifftn  seems  to  fit  the  case.  Th.,  following  Ew., 
adopts  nvc’jn,  which  is  supported  by  £>  and  some  MSS.  of  1L.  It  seems 
doubtful  however  whether  the  Geshurites,  who  had  a  king  of  their  own  at 
about  this  time,  3®,  could  have  been  under  Ishbaal.  The  tribe  of  Asher  is 
found  in  this  verse  by  Pseudo-Hieronymus,  Qucstiones  in  Libras  Regum. 
Notice  the  way  in  which  and  by  are  used  together  in  this  verse.  The 
original  writer  must  have  used  by  throughout.  — 10,  11.  The  authorities  are 
pretty  well  united  in  the  supposition  that  10a' 11  are  redactional  insertions. 
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12-17.  The  battle  of  Gibeon.  —  One  of  the  battles  between 
the  soldiers  of  the  two  Israelite  monarchs  is  related  in  detail. 
The  reason  for  the  choice  of  this  particular  one  is  its  bearing  on 
the  later  history — in  its  sequel.  It  is  commonly  assumed  that 
Abner  was  the  aggressor.  But  as  the  battle  took  place  on  Ben- 
jamite  territory,  where  if  anywhere  Ishbaal’s  claim  was  valid,  it 
seems  more  probable  that  David’s  men  were  acting  on  the  offen¬ 
sive.  David  was  seeking  to  extend  his  kingdom  to  the  north  of 
Judah.  His  piety  towards  Saul  would  not  necessarily  cause  him 
to  spare  his  successor.  The  account  of  the  battle  proper  is  very 
brief. 

12.  Abner  and  the  servants  of  Ishbaal~\  that  is,  the  standing 
army  whose  quarters  were  at  the  capital.  —  Gibeon  was  a  well- 
known  Canaanite  city  whose  inhabitants  had  a  treaty  with  the 
Israelites  until  the  time  of  Saul.  By  the  extermination  of  the 
Canaanite  stock,  Saul  made  the  city  Benjamite.  A  village  on 
the  ancient  site  still  bears  the  name  el- Gib.  — 13.  And  Joab  the 
son  of  Zeruiah ]  who  here  appears  for  the  first  time  as  David’s 
General,  and  the  servants  of  David  went  out]  from  Hebron  as  (5 
correctly  interprets.  — -  And  met  them  at  the  pool  of  Gibeon~\  a  large 
reservoir  which  still  exists.  — 14.  Abner’s  proposition  for  a  tourna¬ 
ment  is  acceded  to  by  Joab.  Individual  combats  frequently  pre¬ 
cede  the  general  engagement  in  oriental  warfare.  — 15,  16.  The 
tournament  was  held,  with  twelve  champions  for  each  side.  Ex¬ 
actly  what  took  place  is  not  easy  to  make  out,  but  the  result  was 
that  they  fell  dead  together.  As  in  so  many  other  cases  the  inci¬ 
dent  was  commemorated  by  naming  the  place.  The  field  was 
called  the  Field  of  the  Enemies.  — 17.  The  battle  which  was  thus 
introduced  was  exceeditigly  severe.  But  the  result  was  in  favour 
of  David’s  men.  The  king  himself  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
present. 

12.  rujnj]  TajS.-tco  <§A.  The  place  is  five  miles  west  of  north  from  Jerusa¬ 
lem,  cf.  Robinson,  /?A’2.  I.  p.  455  k  — 13.  2x1']  Yahweh  is  father,  cf.  StoCN 
and  cn'Sn. —  inxi]  (S  adds  4k  XeBpdv,  adopted  by  Bu.,  but  the  insertion  is 
more  likely  than  the  omission.  —  cic’JD'i]  does  not  necessarily  mean  (as  Kl. 
supposes)  that  the  meeting  was  unexpected,  cf.  Ex.  427.  ■ —  nrv]  is  superfluous, 
and  in  fact  impossible,  after  the  suffix  in  DVJUO'l.  Probably  it  is  a  corruption 
of  some  word  defining  the  circumstances  —  Kl.  suggests  cun,  camping.  —  hid 
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.  .  .  nrc]  as  in  I  S.  144. — 14.  pncm]  used  nowhere  else  of  fighting.  It 
seems  plain  however  that  the  proposition  was  to  have  a  combat  of  picked  men 
as  a  prelude  to  the  main  battle.  —  15.  najj'i]  “  of  the  individuals  passing  in 
order  before  the  teller”  (Dr.). — -C'N'm]  omit  the  1  with  (§£.  — 16.  A  difficult 
verse.  The  interpretation  must  proceed  from  nm  iSd’I  which  most  naturally 
means  they  fell  all  together,  i.e.,  the  champions  fell  dead,  not  the  two  armies 
came  into  conflict  as  is  supposed  by  Kl.  The  clause  'vn  prrm  will  then  describe 
the  action  of  the  champions  in  the  tournament :  Each  took  hold  of  the  head 
of  his  fellow.  But  who  is  meant  by  his  fellow  ?  We  most  naturally  suppose 
it  to  be  his  next  neighbour  of  his  own  party.  But  as  this  gives  no  suitable 
sense  we  are  compelled  to  make  mjn  refer  to  each  one’s  antagonist.  The 
next  clause  is  difficult  in  either  case  :  and  his  sword  in  the  side  of  his  fellow. 
A  verb  seems  required,  as  iptrpl  could  not  in  itself  mean  that  he  struck  his 
sword  into  his  fellow,  defixit  gladium  IL.  I  suspect  the  corruption  to  be  in 
U’Nia  as  is  alleged  by  Kl.,  though  I  cannot  accept  his  emendation.  After  cn 
©  inserts  rjf  xe,P‘  probably  correctly.  —  Dnxn]  might  be  of  the  sharp  knives 
as  is  perhaps  intended  by  the  punctuation.  The  conjecture  that  @  twv 
em^oi goes  back  to  dhsh,  first  broached  by  Schleusner,  and  accepted  by 
Ew.  and  others,  does  not  seem  well  founded.  ’Etti'jSouAos  nowhere  occurs  for 
nx  (or  ms)  but  generally  for  pc,  once  for  ns.  There  is  no  question  of  plotters 
or  liers-in-wait,  but  of  determined  enemies,  which  would  be  ansn. 


18-23.  The  death  of  Asahel;  a  single  incident  of  the  battle, 
important  for  the  prominence  of  the  actors  and  for  its  sequel.  — 
18.  The  three  sons  of  Zeruiah,  nephews  of  David,  were  foremost 
in  the  fight.  Joab  and  Abishai  have  appeared  in  the  earlier  narra¬ 
tive.  Asahel  seems  to  have  been  the  youngest.  He  is  described 
as  swift  of  foot  like  one  of  the  gazelles  which  are  in  the  field]  the 
gazelle  lives  in  the  open  country.  Swiftness  was  a  prime  qualifi¬ 
cation  for  the  ancient  warrior,  cf.  what  is  said  of  Saul  and  Jona¬ 
than,  i23.  — 19.  Asahel’s  ambition  was  content  with  no  less  a  prey 
than  Abner  himself  whom  he  followed  steadily.  —  20.  Abner, 
overtaken  by  his  pursuer,  but  conscious  of  his  own  superiority, 
is  unwilling  to  fight  with  him.  He  first  assures  himself  that  it  is 
Asahel  as  he  supposed.  —  21.  He  then  counsels  him  to  be  content 
with  an  antagonist  of  lesser  rank  :  Seize  one  of  the  young  men  and 
take  his  spoil']  trophy  enough,  without  aspiring  to  the  conquest 
of  the  general.  —  22.  Abner  makes  a  second  attempt  to  dissuade 
his  pursuer  :  Why  should  1  smite  thee  to  the  ground  ?  And  how 
[in  that  case]  could  I  lift  tip  my  face  to  foab  thy  brother?]  Abner 
fears  the  blood  feud  which  must  follow.  —  23.  The  only  resource 
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was  to  strike  :  And  Abnet ■  smote  him  with  a  backward  stroke  in 
the  abdomen,  and  the  spear  came  out  at  his  back,  and  he  fell  there 
and  died  in  his  place.  The  remainder  of  the  verse  seems  to  be 
an  erroneous  supplement,  inserted  as  a  reminiscence  from  the 
similar  passage  2012  where  alone  such  a  standing  still  of  the  people 
is  in  place. 

18.  Shindy]  similar  names  are  SfOtrp  and  rt’^y.  A  similar  n  in  usms  Num. 
I10.  the  plural  of  ’25!;  the  same  word  is  used  of  the  mature  gazelle  in 

Arabic.  — 19.  j’D’rr1?)?]  where  we  should  expect  But  by  is  repeated  in 
v.21.  — 21.  lb  ntsj]  the  dative  of  advantage  is  frequent  in  such  connexion,  as 
in  qb  HD  of  the  following  verse.  —  in5>bn]  that  which  was  stripped  from  the 
slain.  It  was  the  natural  law  of  war  that  the  arms  of  the  slain  belonged  to 
the  slayer.  Such  was  Mohammed’s  ruling  in  his  campaigns.  The  arms  of 
the  hostile  general  would  confer  especial  renown  on  their  captor.  —  22.  I'Xi 
u d  xrx]  a  duplicate  translation  of  ©B  goes  back  to  run  nr  -pxi —  obviously 
the  poorer  text.  —  23.  nunn  nnto]  is  supposed  to  mean  with  the  butt  of  the 
spear.  It  is  doubtful  however  whether  annx  is  so  used,  and  it  is  further 
doubtful  whether  the  butt  of  the  spear  was  ever  so  sharp  that  it  would  go 
through  a  man,  as  here  described.  We.  recognizes  the  difficulty,  but  has  no 
solution.  Kl.  proposes  to  read  nmnx  which  might  describe  the  blow  of  a 
man  delivered  backward,  without  turning  to  face  his  pursuer,  but,  of  course, 
with  the  point  of  the  (reversed)  spear.  This  is  adopted  byBu.  The  conclud¬ 
ing  part  of  the  verse  disturbs  the  connexion  and  is  regarded  as  an  interpolation 
by  Kl.,  Bu.  It  also  contradicts  the  account  which  follows. 

24-III.  1.  Conclusion  of  the  battle.  —  A  final  stand  is  made 
by  the  Benjamites,  but  when  the  attack  is  about  to  be  made  Abner 
appeals  for  clemency,  so  that  Joab  draws  off  his  men.  —  24.  The 
pursuit  lasted  until  sundown  when  the  contending  parties  reached 
the  Hill  of  Ammah,  mentioned  nowhere  else  and  unidentified. 
The  author  endeavours  to  give  the  exact  location,  but  we  are  unable 
to  follow  him.  —  25.  There  the  Benjamites  collected  behind  Abner 
and  made  themselves  a  phalanx']  a  close  knot  like  the  bunch  of 
hyssop,  Ex.  1222.  That  this  was  on  the  hill  already  mentioned  is 
evident,  though  not  asserted  in  the  present  text.  —  26.  Abner’s 
appeal :  Shall  the  sword  devour  forever  ?  Dost  thou  not  know 
that  the  sequel  will  be  bitter?]  is  directed  to  the  consciousness  of 
common  blood  in  the  pursuers.  The  Bedawin  still  shrink  from 
the  extermination  of  a  clan,  even  in  bitter  feuds.  —  How  long  wilt 
thou  refrain  from  commanding  the  people  to  turn  from  the  pursuit 
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of  their  brethren?  The  question  is  in  effect  a  cry  for  quarter. — 

27.  Joab,  though  ruthless,  is  not  altogether  without  conscience. 
He  would  have  kept  up  the  pursuit  all  night  unless  Abner  had 
spoken,  but  now  he  will  relent.  —  28.  He  therefore  gives  the  sig¬ 
nal  and  the  fighting  is  stayed.  —  29.  Abner  and  his  men  marched 
in  the  Arabah  all  that  night  and  crossed  the  Jordan  and  went 
through  the  whole  Bithron ]  or  Ravine,  doubtless  the  proper  name 
of  one  of  the  side  valleys  up  which  Mahanaim  was  situated.  — 
—  30.  At  the  muster  of  Joab’s  troops,  there  were  missing  nineteen 
men  besides  AsaheT\  who  receives  special  mention  on  account  of 
his  prominence.  —  31.  The  loss  on  Abner’s  side  —  360  men  — 
shows  that  the  experienced  warriors  of  David  were  opposed  in  the 
main  by  untried  men.  Saul’s  old  soldiers  (of  his  body-guard)  had 
perished  with  their  master.  —  32.  The  next  day  was  occupied  in 
the  march  to  Bethlehem,  where  Asahel  was  duly  buried  in  the  sep¬ 
ulchre  of  his  father ,  and  Joab  continued  his  march  through  the 
night  so  that  day  dawned  upon  them  in  Hebron.  —  III.  1.  Con¬ 
cluding  notice  of  this  paragraph  :  The  war  was  prolonged  .  .  . 
but  David  kept  growing  stronger,  while  the  house  of  Saul  kept 
growing  weaker. 

24.  The  hill  is  described  as  *pn  mj  where  no  is  obscure  and  prob¬ 

ably  corrupt :  (@iB  has  Tcu  which  might  represent  or  y.  We.  supposes  nu 
to  have  arisen  by  the  erroneous  duplication  of  the  two  preceding  letters  to¬ 
gether  with  n  from  pm  so  that  he  restores  'in  no  by  which  is  adopted  by 
Bu.  He  also  proposes  to  read  131D3  for  *niD.  He  thus  locates  the  hill  east 
of  the  road  in  the  wilderness  of  Gibeon.  Nothing  better  has  been  proposed, 
but  it  is  remarkable  that  after  so  complete  a  rout,  the  forces  had  got  no  further 
than  the  wilderness  (or  pasture  land)  of  Gibeon.  The  original  reading  was 
probably  different.  —  25.  nnx  nyjj]  as  the  mention  of  the  Hill  of  Ammah  is 
superfluous  unless  the  rally  took  place  upon  it,  we  should  probably  restore 
here  nDK  nym  with  Ki.,  Bu.  —  26.  njiinfci]  I  have  ventured  to  read  njnnsn 
with  (5L.  —  lyi]  the  1  is  omitted  by  j&IL,  but  not  by  ®  as  We.  asserts.  How 
long  dost  thou  not  command ,  where  we  should  say :  How  long  dost  thou  refrain 
from  commanding  ?  —  27.  nbyj]  the  verb  is  used  of  giving  up  the  siege  of  a 
city,  Jer.  375-11,  cf.  Num.  I624-27.  In  this  place  b.vi$r\  seems  to  have  read 
nbyq  but  the  analogy  of  hypothetical  sentences  elsewhere  favours  pp  — 

28.  The  plain  intimation  is  that  the  whole  force  was  within  hearing  of  the 
commander’s  horn.  —  29.  inbi'i]  the  same  verb  with  an  accusative  of  the  coun¬ 
try  traversed  (as  here)  is  found  Dt.  i19  27.  —  30.  lipsn]  cf.  1  S.  2018.  —  bxnc’yi] 
is  connected  with  the  next  verse  by  (or  by  the  editor).  It  does  not  seem 
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natural  to  make  Asahel  prominent  in  this  way,  to  the  ignoring  of  Joab  and 
Abishai,  who  must  have  been  equally  active  in  the  combat.  —  31.  ’cmoi]  it  is 
difficult  to  make  out  whether  the  author  wishes  to  make  two  classes  of  the 
soldiers  of  Abner  and  the  men  of  Benjamin.  Probably  not,  in  which  case  we 
should  read  without  l  as  (5  does.  —  inn]  is  incomprehensible,  perhaps  a  mar¬ 
ginal  gloss  which  has  crept  into  the  text.  6Ij  omits  it  (so  which  inserts  PD 
at  the  end  of  v.80),  while  (gB  represents  Hind. —  32.  onS  no]  for  which  g 
MSS.  (DeR.)  have  -h  non  and  has  iv  B.  — III.  1.  nmx]  cf.  Ez.  1222 
Jer.  2928.  The  word  seems  better  than  rmn  which  was  read  by  (S. 

III.  2-5.  David’s  family.  —  Before  taking  up  the  event  which 
brought  Israel  into  David’s  hands,  the  compiler  inserts  the  names 
of  the  sons  born  to  him  in  Hebron.  They  were  six,  from  as  many 
wives .  —  Amnon  the  first  born,  afterwards  notorious,  was  the  son 
of  Ahinoam  mentioned  above,  i  S.  2  543. —  Chileab,  the  son  of 
Abigail,  bears  a  name  which  reminds  us  of  his  mother’s  blood.  — 
Absalom's  mother  was  a  daughter  of  Talmai  king  of  Geshnr,  a 
small  Aramaic  kingdom,  158.  —  Adonijah  is  well  known  in  the  later 
history,  whereas  Shephatiah  is  not  again  heard  of.  The  same  is 
true  of  Ithream,  the  son  of  Eglah,  who  is  curiously  described  in 
the  received  text  as  the  wife  of  David.  This  cannot  be  original, 
as  all  the  others  were  equally  wives  of  David.  From  the  analogy 
of  Abigail,  we  expect  here  the  name  of  her  former  husband,  but 
possibly  the  description  was  of  a  different  kind. 

2-5.  The  paragraph  is  placed  by  Bu.  after  814  and  is  followed  in  his  text 
immediately  by  513_1(S.  It  is  in  fact  probable  that  the  notices  of  David’s  family 
belong  together.  Whether  they  ever  stood  at  the  end  of  S14  is  doubtful.  — 
2.  nS'i]  for  which  Qre  proposes  llSi'i.  The  Kt.  is  probably  for  rfm,  cf. 
similar  instances  in  Piel,  Ges.26  6gu.~  3.  2x22]  may  have  some  connexion 
with  the  tribe  Caleb.  —  1?J'2N1?]  the  form  varies  between  Sj’att  and  bsji2N.- — 
■ym]  is  brought  into  connexion  with  Aram,  not  only  158,  but  also  1  Chr.  223. 
It  is  contiguous  to  Bashan  Josh.  125. — 4.  nuntt  ©L  has’Opiua;  <&B  ’OpveiA. — 
5.  mi  nti\v]  for  which  1  Chr.  3s  has  iwk,  is  uncalled  for.  The  name  of  a 
former  husband  would  be  in  place.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  such  a  name 
could  be  replaced  by  David’s,  and  it  is  possible  that  the  woman  was  David’s 
relative  within  the  degrees  afterwards  regarded  as  prohibited,  his  half-sister 
for  example.  Such  a  marriage  was  regarded  as  regular  so  late  as  the  time 
of  the  Elohistic  author  of  the  life  of  Abraham  (Gen.  2012),  and  would  have 
given  no  offence  in  the  time  of  David.  Read  therefore  in  Pints’.  The  sins 
of  Jerusalem  as  enumerated  by  Ezekiel  (2211)  include  the  humbling  of  one's 
sister,  showing  that  such  marriages  were  entered  into  down  to  the  time  of  the 
Exile. 
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6-39.  Abners  negotiation  with  David  and  his  death.  — 
Abner  quarrels  with  his  king  on  account  of  a  concubine  of  Saul. 
He  opens  negotiations  with  David  looking  to  the  transfer  of 
Israel’s  allegiance.  To  this  end  he  visits  Hebron.  An  agreement 
is  reached  in  the  absence  of  Joab.  This  officer,  on  learning  of 
what  has  been  done,  recalls  Abner  and  puts  him  to  death  in 
revenge  for  the  death  of  Asahel.  David  shows  by  his  lament  for 
Abner,  that  he  has  no  part  in  the  murder. 

The  section  seems  to  be  generally  regarded  as  homogeneous ; 
only  Bonk  characterizes  12-16  as  an  interpolation.  In  fact  the  story 
is  over  full  and  there  is  reason  to  suspect  that  two  accounts  have 
been  wrought  into  one.  Verse  12  would  join  well  to  v.1.  But  the 
division  comes  more  naturally  after  v.19  than  after  v.16.  One  of  the 
two  accounts  made  Abner  send  to  David  by  the  hand  of  messen¬ 
gers  ;  the  other  made  him  come  in  person.  In  the  former  docu¬ 
ment  his  motive  was  simply  the  conviction  that  David  was  the  man 
of  the  future.  The  other  gave  the  quarrel  with  Ishbaal  as  the 
occasion. 


6-11.  The  quarrel  with  Ishbaal.  —  Abner  was  conscious  of 
his  own  power,  and  trespassed  upon  the  prerogative  of  the  mon¬ 
arch.  —  6.  While  the  war  was  going  on,  Abner  was  overbearing  in 
the  house  of  Saul ]  as  is  shown  by  the  instance  which  follows.  — 
7.  Saul  had  a  concubine  whose  name  was  Rizpah  ]  cf.  2 18.  The 
custom  of  men  of  wealth  and  station  to  take  wives  of  the  second 
rank  is  abundantly  illustrated  from  the  time  of  Abraham  down. — 
And  Abner  took  her ]  missing  in  Pj,  is  necessary  to  the  sense.  It 
is  preserved  in  (@E  Ishbaal  protested  :  Why  didst  thou  go  in  to 
my  father's  concubine  ?  He  was  fully  in  the  right.  The  son  inher¬ 
ited  his  father’s  wives  with  the  rest  of  the  estate.  Abner  invaded 
the  rights  of  the  king  as  truly  as  if  he  had  seduced  any  one  of 
Ishbaal’s  wives.  To  indicate  assumption  of  the  throne,  Absalom 
takes  possession  of  his  father’s  concubines,  1621,  and  the  request 
of  Adonijah  for  Abishag  rouses  the  wrath  of  Solomon  on  the  same 
grounds  which  provoke  Ishbaal  here.  Arabic  custom  to  the  time 
of  Mohammed  is  well  known,  and  the  same  seems  to  have  pre¬ 
vailed  in  Judah  down  to  the  Exile,  cf.  Ezek.  2210.  —  8.  The  reply 
of  Abner  is  not  a  justification  of  his  act  but  an  assertion  of  his 
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merits  :  Am  I  a  dog's  head,  I,  who  keep  showing  kindness  to  the 
house  of  Saul  .  .  .  and  who  have  not  delivered  thee  into  the  hatid 
of  David,  that  to-day  thou  fitidest  fault  with  me  about  a  woman  ? 
The  text  is  not  altogether  sound,  but  the  thought  is  sufficiently 
clear.  —  9,  10.  Abner  swears  to  accomplish  what  Yahweh  has 
sworn  to  David  —  to  transfer  the  kingdom  from  the  house  of  Saul, 
and  to  establish  David's  throne  over  Israel  and  over  fudah  from 
Dan  to  Beer sheba  ]  1  S.  320.  — 11.  The  weak  Ishbaal  was  not  able 
to  make  any  reply. 

6.  The  first  clause  is  an  appropriate  introduction  to  what  follows.  If  it 
immediately  followed  v.1  it  would  be  superfluous,  but  that  it  did  so  follow  is 
not  certain.  —  pinno]  the  parallel  cases  of  the  verb  with  2  would  favour  the 
meaning  strengthened  himself  in  the  house  of  Saul,  that  is,  fortified  his  cause 
by  dependence  upon  the  house  of  Saul,  1  S.  306.  But  the  weakness  of  the 
house  of  Saul  is  against  this  rendering.  It  seems  necessary  therefore  to  inter¬ 
pret  the  words  of  Abner’s  arrogance  towards  the  king  whose  throne  was  sup¬ 
ported  by  him —  Abner  regebat  domus  Saul  1L.  —  7.  n'snm]  an  Edomite  clan 
bore  the  name  mx,  Gen.  36s4.  Before  msoi  (§L  inserts  ical  i\a&T]v  avrpv 
’A[Sevv/)p,  and  after  the  same  word  @  inserts  the  name  of  the  king,  as  do  S1L 
and  a  few  MSS.  of  On  the  son’s  marrying  the  wife  of  his  father  cf. 
W.  R.  Smith  ( Kinship  and  Marriage,  p.  89  f.),  who  calls  attention  to  Well- 
hausen’s  restoration  of  1  Chr.  224,  an  emendation  adopted  by  Kittel,  in  his 
edition  of  Chronicles  ( SBOT. ).  Wellhausen’s  emendation  is  in  his  disserta¬ 
tion  De  Gentibus  et  Familiis  Judaeis  (1870),  p.  14,  n.  1.  Cf.  also  Driver  on 
Dt.  231  (=  2230).  —  8.  aSo  S’son]  the  expression  is  not  used  elsewhere,  but 
seems  intelligible  without  supposing  a  contemptuous  reference  to  the  clan 
Caleb.  —  min'1?  nii\s]  must  qualify  a1?^,  taking  the  place  of  an  adjective  —  Am 
J  a  Judahite  dog’s  head?  But  the  construction  of  what  follows  is  thus  ren¬ 
dered  more  difficult,  and  there  is  reason  to  suspect  that  min'S  which  is  not 
represented  in  <®,  is  not  original.  Its  insertion  may  be  the  work  of  a  scribe 
who  interpreted  the  preceding  word  as  referring  to  the  tribe  of  Caleb  as 
though  Abner  asked:  Am  la  Calebite  captahi,  that  is,  a  turbulent  freebooter? 
Omitting  min'1?  we  get  a  fairly  good  sense.  —  nc>j,’N]  in  the  frequentative 
sense.  The  house  of  Saul  is  defined  so  as  to  include  his  brothers  and  his 
comrades.  It  is  unnecessary  to  insert  1  before  l'nx'hx,  as  is  done  by  some 
MSS.  of  by  and  IL.  The  guilt  of  a  woman  (genitive  of  the  object)  is 
evidently  regarded  as  a  trifle.  We  should  read  na»x  with  <§,  so  We.,  Bu.,  al.  — 
9.  iS'ncyx]  +  lv  rij  f/filpa  ravrr/  (§  is  adopted  by  We.  and  others,  though  the 
sense  seems  good  without  it. 


12-19.  The  return  of  Michal.  —  Abner  sends  messengers  to 
David  to  treat  for  the  submission  of  all  Israel.  David  will  enter 
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on  the  negotiation  only  on  the  condition  of  the  return  of  Michal 
his  wife.  She  is  therefore  brought  back,  and  Abner  speaks  to  the 
elders  of  Israel  with  a  view  to  making  David  king. 

12-19.  As  remarked  above,  the  section  does  not  altogether  agree  with 
what  follows.  In  v.21  Abner  promises  that  he  will  go  and  gather  all  Israel, 
and  they  will  make  an  agreement  with  David.  It  looks  therefore  as  if 
Abner’s  visit  (v.20)  was  the  opening  of  negotiations,  and  there  is  no  room  for 
12-19_  The  latter  is  another  representation  of  Abner’s  action,  into  which  the 
narrator  inserted  the  account  of  the  return  of  Michal.  This  also  presents 
difficulties.  In  v.13  David  stipulates  that  Abner  shall  bring  her  back.  In  v.14 
he  sends  for  her  to  Ishbaal.  In  v.16  Abner  accompanies  her  as  far  as  Bahurim, 
but  apparently  not  to  Hebron.  It  is  not  unlikely  that  this  account  (vv.14_1G) 
was  originally  continued  in  such  a  form  as  to  make  Abner’s  visit  to  David  the 
conclusion  of  the  journey  with  Michal. 

12.  Abner  sent  messengers  to  David  offering  to  turn  all  Israel 
to  him,  if  David  would  make  a  definite  agreement  with  Abner. 
The  contents  of  the  agreement  are  not  told,  but  we  may  suppose 
that  it  included  personal  advantages  to  Abner,  as  well  as  immunity 
for  past  opposition.  On  some  difficulties  in  the  text,  see  the  criti¬ 
cal  note.  — 13.  David  stipulates  first  of  all  that  Abner  should 
bring  Michal  when  he  comes  to  see  him.  The  prohibition  of  the 
Law,  which  forbade  a  man  to  take  back  a  wife  who  had  been 
married  to  another,  seems  to  have  been  unknown,  cf.  Deut.  241'4. 
The  scrupulosity  of  the  Jews  is  shown  by  the  Rabbinical  fancy 
that  Paltiel  had  not  consummated  his  marriage  with  Michal.  — ■ 
14.  David  sends  messengers  to  Ishbaal  with  the  demand  :  Give 
me  ?ny  wife  Michal ,  whom  I  bought  for  a  hundred  foreskins  of 
the  Philistines ]  the  reference  to  1  S.  1825' 27  is  obvious,  but  the  pas¬ 
sage  knows  nothing  of  David’s  paying  double  the  price  demanded 
by  Saul.  — 15.  Ishbaal  sends  and  takes  her  from  her  husband, 
Paltiel  ben  Laisli\  to  whom  she  was  given  by  Saul,  1  S.  2 544. — 
16.  Her  husband  followed  her  weeping  as  he  went  as  far  as  Bahu¬ 
rim,  a  place  near  Jerusalem,  165.  Probably  it  was  the  last  Ben- 
jamite  village  on  the  road  they  were  travelling.  Here  at  Abner’s 
command  he  turned  back.  — 17.  The  account  should  naturally 
tell  of  the  completion  of  Michal’s  return.  But  it  breaks  off  and 
tells  of  Abner’s  activity  among  the  elders  of  Israel.  In  the  pres¬ 
ent  connexion  we  most  naturally  translate :  And  Abner’s  word 
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had  been  with  the  Sheikhs  of  Israel ]  the  implication  is  that  he 
had  taken  measures  to  change  the  allegiance  of  Israel  before  his 
journey.  — 18.  After  reminding  them  that  they  had  already  some 
leanings  towards  David  he  adds  the  promise  of  God  :  Now  act! 
For  Yahweh  has  said  to  David:  By  the  hand  of  David  my  servant 
will  1  deliver  my  people  Israel.  It  is  idle  to  inquire  what  particular 
promise  is  referred  to.  — 19.  The  prominent  mention  of  Benjamin 
is  due  to  the  fact  that,  as  the  tribe  of  Saul,  it  would  be  the  most 
difficult  to  move. 

12.  idnS  ytx  ?dS  mx1?  innn]  is  unintelligible  and  certainly  corrupt. 
has  simply  els  XePpwv  Xeyecv  which  looks  like  a  conjectural  emendation. 
<5?B  has  els  QcuAbp.  ov  hv  irapaxpVH-*  ^e-yuy,  hut  what  this  represents  is  difficult 
to  say.  That  David  was  in  Telam  at  the  time  seems  to  be  the  intention, 
though  elsewhere  @  renders  this  name  by  TeAeju.  The  other  versions  seem  to 
have  had  the  received  text  before  them.  All  are  compelled  (like  the  modern 
expositors  who  try  to  make  sense  out  of  this  text)  to  translate  as  though  yix 
could  stand  for  ynxn  which  is  not  the  case.  If  Abner  had  meant  to  ask  whose 
is  the  land?  insinuating  in  maim  inea  est  terra  nt  ad  te  transferam,*  he  must 
have  said  y-ixrt  ?dS.  Even  if  this  were  the  reading,  the  following  icnS  would 
be  unaccountable.  Of  the  proposals  to  emend  the  text,  Kl.’s  deserves  mention. 
He  supposes  the  original  to  have  been  -mxS  nmx  'D1?  nnh  ’nnn  Snie”  ms  *?::, 
all  the  house  of  Israel  is  under  my  hand  to  give  to  whom  I  please  when  I 
say.  The  sentence  would  be  an  appropriate  introduction  to  what  follows.  — - 
13.  udS'QX  'd]  is  redundant,  and  US'?  is  lacking  in  ©,  which  also  reads  nxsn, 
adopted  by  Th.,  al.  On  the  Rabbinical  theory  of  Paltiel’s  self-control  cf. 
Schm.  The  text  gives  no  indication  that  he  was  not  Michal’s  rightful 
husband.  David  asserts  his  claim  as  one  who  had  paid  the  purchase  price, 
and  to  this  extent  he  had  suffered  wrong.  —  15.  tP’X]  the  reading  on  the 
basis  of  (§  is  now  generally  adopted.  The  omission  of  the  suffix  may  have 
been  made  intentionally  by  some  legalistic  scribe  to  disguise  the  fact  that 
Paltiel  is  called  her  husband.  —  Vtoahc]  the  fuller  form  of  the  name  which 
appears  as  1  S.  2544.  —  tin1?)  2”?  Qre  agrees  with  the  form  found  else¬ 
where.- — 16.  mnm]  elsewhere  mentioned  as  on  the  road  from  Jerusalem  to 
the  Jordan  valley,  1718.  — 17-19.  The  verses  anticipate  the  account  which 
follows.  The  intimation  that  the  people  had  already  for  some  time  been 
seeking  David  as  king  and  the  reference  to  the  promise  of  Yahweh,  indicate 
a  later  hand  than  that  to  which  we  owe  the  main  narrative.  —  ymn]  is  to  be 
changed  to  jj'U’ix  with  40  MSS.  and  the  versions.  —  uax'Dj]  must  mean  that, 
besides  sending  messages  and  messengers,  Abner  went  in  person  to  Benja¬ 
min  and  to  David  —  wholly  superfluous  in  view  of  what  follows. 


*  Sanctius  apud  Schm.,  p.  hi. 
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20,  21.  As  the  narrative  now  stands,  the  verses  form  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  Abner’s  negotiation  with  David.  Abner  with  a  suitable 
escort  came  to  David  at  Hebron,  and  David  made  a  feast  to  Abner 
and  to  the  men  who  were  with  him ]  the  feast  was  an  occasion  for 
drinking  rather  than  eating  and  is  so  named,  like  cnywroo-ioj/. 
Abner  agrees  definitely  :  I  will  gather  all  Israel  to  my  Lord  and 
they  iv ill  make  an  agreement  with  thee~\  by  their  Sheikhs  or  heads 
of  the  clans.  The  monarchy  is  established  by  consent  of  the 
tribes.  So  in  the  time  of  Rehoboam  we  find  the  tribes  negotiat¬ 
ing  with  the  heir  to  the  throne,  before  acknowledging  him. — 
And  thou  shalt  rule  over  all  which  thou  desirest.  The  aspiration 
of  David  could  hardly  be  less  than  the  rule  over  all  Israel.  The 
promise  of  Abner  seems  to  imply  no  more  than  that  he  will  set 
about  influencing  the  tribes,  with  the  expectation  of  bringing  them 
into  allegiance  to  David. 

20.  D'lsuxm]  there  seems  no  reason  why  we  should  not  point  with  the 
article,  which  is  in  fact  required  by  the  following  lU’W.  Read  D'^jnSi  with  Bu. 
—  21.  rtDlpN]  seems  to  have  added  to  which  however  is  not  called  for. — 
rms  qnn  irnj'l]  Kal  5ia6ri<rofj.aL  /AST  avTov  StaOr/Kiju,  :  real  Siad-ftao/ACU  fiera 
(rod  SiaSl/KTiv  @L.  The  reading  of  seems  the  best,  for  Abner’s  promise 
looked  to  what  afterwards  occurred,  5s.  —  Stit)]  can  hardly  be  with  all  the  con¬ 
ditions  that  shall  please  thee  (Th.),  but  over  all  the  people  that  thou  desirest. 
The  main  thing  was  that  David  should  be  acknowledged  as  king. 

22-27.  The  murder  of  Abner.  —  Joab,  David’s  general,  was 
absent  on  an  expedition  when  Abner  made  his  visit.  Not  improb¬ 
ably  David  had  so  planned  it.  But  the  servants  of  David,  that  is, 
the  mercenaries,  and  foab  came  from  the  raid ]  in  which  they 
were  then  engaged,  and  brought  with  them  great  spoil.  The  booty 
of  the  surrounding  tribes  makes  the  revenue  of  such  a  monarchy 
to  a  considerable  extent.  The  renewed  assurance  that  David  had 
dismissed  Abner  and  he  had  gone  in  peace  is  intended  to  bring 
out  more  distinctly  Joab’s  vindictiveness.  —  23.  The  information 
given  to  Joab  does  not  indicate  that  Abner  was  planning  to  dis¬ 
place  him.  It  was  simply  to  the  effect  that  the  king  had  let  Abner 
go  in  peace.  By  tribal  morality,  David  as  kinsman  of  Asahel  was 
bound  to  take  blood  revenge  as  much  as  Joab  himself.  —  24.  This 
is  the  first  point  of  Joab’s  expostulation  with  David  —  that  he  did 
not  smite  Abner  while  he  had  him  in  his  power.  —  25.  The  second 
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ascribes  to  Abner  treacherous  motives  :  Dost  thou  not  know  Abner 
the  son  of  Ner,  that  he  came  to  deceive  thee]  under  pretence  of 
friendly  negotiation ;  and  to  know  thy  going  forth  and  thy  coming 
in,  and  to  know  all  thou  art  doing?]  in  order  to  make  a  later 
attack  upon  the  person  of  the  king.  Joab  was  unable  to  conceive 
of  Abner  as  anything  but  an  enemy  of  Judah.  The  freedom  with 
which  Joab  expostulates  shows  the  position  which  he  occupied 
both  as  kinsman  and  as  officer  of  David. — 26.  Joab,  without 
David’s  knowledge,  promptly  sent  messengers  after  Abner  and  they 
brought  him  back  from  the  Cistern  of  Sir ah']  unknown  to  us  except 
from  this  passage.  —  27.  Abner  turned  back,  doubtless  under  the 
impression  that  the  king  had  sent  for  him,  and  Joab  turned  him 
aside  to  the  side  of  the  gate  to  speak  to  him  quietly']  the  ostensible 
purpose  is  given  without  comment.  —  And  he  smote  him  there  in 
the  abdomen]  cf.  2s3.  So  he  died  for  the  blood  of  Asahel  the 
brother  of  Joab.  The  curious  thing  is  not  that  Joab  should  take 
blood  revenge,  but  that  Abner  should  be  so  unsuspicious.  We  can 
account  for  his  conduct  only  by  supposing  that  he  had  a  distinct 
safe  conduct  from  David. 

22.  xa]  as  generally  recognized,  the  true  reading  is  o'N3  (Ginsb.  gives  ito 
in  the  margin)  the  2  having  disappeared  in  the  2  of  the  next  word.  —  an]  is 
omitted  by  (SL  and  is  in  fact  superfluous;  how  much  booty  they  brought  with 
them  does  not  concern  us  here.  —  24.  iVnn]  throws  emphasis  on  the  fact  that 
Abner  had  been  allowed  to  go  aivay  at  all.  3  has  iv  elp-pvr)  conforming  to  the 
clause  in  v.23.  — 25.  (@  and  S  read  NiSn  at  the  beginning  of  the  verse  and  this 
word  is  probably  to  be  restored  (Th.).  —  njaNTx]  tV  icaidav  ’ABevA ip  3  is 
attractive  (Kl.).  —  3x130]  is  changed  by  the  punctuators  to  3x310  for  the  sake 
of  the  paronomasia.  —  26.  nnDn]  is  called  by  Josephus  Brjo^pS.  The  transla¬ 
tion  of  Josephus  in  Bohn’s  Library  speaks  of  'Ain  Sarah  near  Hebron,  of 
which  I  find  no  other  trace.  — 27.  For  yin  read  "pi  with  <5  (Th.).  —  pcnn] 
always  elsewhere  we  find  ii’Oni  Sx  which  is  found  here  also  in  13  MSS.  and  is 
favoured  by  @.  —  rnx]  is  awkward,  so  that  Bu.  restores  3X1'  'nx  with  (§B. 
I  suspect  however  that  no'l  is  an  intrusion.  The  sense  is  perfectly  good 
without  it. 

28-32.  David  declares  his  innocence  of  the  crime.  —  28.  / 
and  my  kingdom  are  innocent  before  Yahweh]  who  avenges  those 
slain  without  cause,  Ps.  913.  —  29.  Let  it  come  upon  Joab  and  upon 
all  his  clan]  the  imprecation  strictly  interpreted  would  affect  David 
himself,  but  the  following  clauses  show  that  David  is  thinking  of 
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Joab’s  descendants.  Among  these  he  prays  that  there  may 
always  be  one  that  has  an  issue  and  one  that  is  a  leper\  two  dis¬ 
eases  which  involve  continual  defilement ;  and  one  that  holds  the 
spindle~\  effeminate  and  unfit  for  manly  occupations.  —  30.  An 
editorial  note  or  later  interpolation  excusing  the  deed  of  Joab : 
But  Joab  and  Abishai  had  lain  in  wait  Jo r  Abner  because  he  had 
killed  Asahel.  Strictly  speaking,  it  contradicts  v.27,  where  Joab 
alone  is  the  slayer.  —  31,  32.  As  further  evidence  of  his  innocence, 
David  commands  all  the  people  to  show  the  customary  signs  of 
mourning,  rending  the  clothes  and  putting  on  haircloth.  He  him¬ 
self  honoured  the  dead  by  following  the  bier,  and  by  weeping  at 
the  grave. 

28.  mm  spc]  one  is  free  from  an  obligation,  Gen.  24s,  or  from  the  guilt 
incurred  by  violation  of  it,  Nu.  531,  or  from  the  one  who  has  a  claim  based  on 
the  obligation  or  the  violation,  Jud.  153.  In  this  case  Yahweh  has  the  claim, 
for  innocent  blood  cries  to  him  for  vengeance.  The  double  p  —  I  am  inno¬ 
cent  towards  Yahweh  of  the  blood — does  not  seem  to  occur  elsewhere.  The 
original  reading  of  ©  was  1  nnyn  instead  of  mm  opr. —  ’did]  <flL  represents 
'm  which  it  makes  the  beginning  of  v.29.  — 29.  lSm]  the  verb  is  used  twice 
of  the  tempest,  as  whirling  upon  the  head  of  its  victims,  Jer.  2319  3023,  and 
once  of  the  sword  Hos.  1 16.  It  does  not  seem  appropriate  to  the  blood  which 
is  the  subject  here;  (5L  omits  the  verb  altogether  and  it  is  possible  that  it  read 
simply  mm  elsewhere  used  in  similar  context.  —  Sxi]  read  *?jn  with  10  MSS. 
and  the  versions.  —  puna]  as  shown  by  Dr.,  it  is  better  to  adhere  to  the 
established  meaning  of  i*?s,  a  spindle.  In  contrast  with  the  warrior  Joab,  an 
effeminate  descendant  would  be  a  curse.  Still,  a  cripple  who  supports  himself 
by  a  staff  or  crutch  seems  more  suitable  in  this  context,  and  it  is  possible  that 
the  text  has  suffered.  According  to  Theodoret,  Aquila  read  one  blind,  per¬ 
haps  because  a  blind  man  feels  his  way  with  his  staff.  —  30.  The  verse  inter¬ 
rupts  the  narrative,  and  can  be  understood  only  as  a  later  insertion.  For  uin 
read  ltns  as  suggested  by  Ew.  ( GVI 3.  III.  p.  160,  Eng.  Tr.  p.  117)  on  the 
basis  of  @.  —  31.  0'p2>]  the  clothing  of  mourners.  Schwally  ( ZATW .  XI. 
p.  174)  compares  the  ihrim  of  the  Moslem,  which  however  is  not  of  haircloth. 
—  naan]  the  couch  on  which  a  man  lay  was  also  used  as  a  bier. 

33-39.  The  burial  of  Abner.  —  David  expressed  his  grief  in 
an  impromptu  dirge  : 

33.  Must  Abner  die  as  dies  the  fool? 

34-  Thy  hands  were  not  bound, 

Thy  feet  were  not  brought  into  fetters  : 

As  one  falls  before  ruthless  men,  thou  didst  fall. 
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The  fool  brings  an  early  death  upon  himself  by  his  reckless 
conduct,  Prov.  722f\  Abner  had  not  even  the  honour  of  being 
made  a  prisoner  of  war,  or  of  suffering  death  after  being  overpow¬ 
ered  in  battle.  —  35.  After  the  burial,  the  people  came  to  cause  the 
king  to  eat  bread  while  it  was  yet  day.  David  showed  that  he  was 
in  earnest  in  mourning  by  swearing  not  to  taste  anything  until 
sundown,  when  of  course  a  new  day  began.  —  36,  37.  All  the 
people  took  notice  and  knew  that  David  had  no  part  in  the  matter 
and  were  pleased.  His  relationship  to  Joab  laid  him  open  to  sus¬ 
picion.  —  38.  Know  you  not  that  a  prince  and  a  great  man  has 
fallen  to-day  in  Israel .?]  reason  enough  for  mourning.  —  39.  As 
the  verse  now  stands,  it  contains  David’s  confession  of  his  own 
weakness  and  inability  to  punish  Joab.  Such  a  confession  so 
early  in  his  career  seems  improbable.  The  original  reading, 
which  can  be  restored  only  conjecturally,  seems  to  have  said 
that  although  Abner  was  uncle  and  high  official  of  a  king,  the  sons 
of  Zeruiah  had  treated  him  as  harshly  as  they  would  a  common 
man.  Tribal  morality  being  on  their  side,  David  did  not  attempt 
to  punish  them,  but  contented  himself  with  a  prayer  that  Yahweh 
would  requite  the  doer  of  evil  according  to  his  evil. 

33.  nicnn]  the  verbal  form  is  infinitive.  —  Stu]  the  name  of  Nabal  is  ren¬ 
dered  by  3.  But  the  death  of  Abner  could  not  be  compared  in  any  way  with 
the  death  of  Nabal.  —  34.  D\ii?ru]  of  a  pair  of  bronze  fetters  as  in  Jd.  i621.  — 
Sdjd]  is  probably  to  be  pointed  as  a  participle  (Kl.).  —  35.  nnanb]  cf.  135. 
The  verb  occurs  only  in  the  document  of  which  this  chapter  is  a  part. — 
36.  *?dd]  ©  reads  bn,  making  it  the  subject  of  the  preceding  rj'M  and  omitting 
310  at  the  end  of  the  verse.  This  is  favoured  also  by  5  and  1L,  and  is 
preferred  by  We.,  who  is  obliged,  however,  to  strike  out  u'>3  also. 

Would  it  not  be  better  to  strike  out  the  whole  half  verse  as  a  gloss?  — 
38.  brm]  7°;  for  Smi  however,  ®B  has  Snj  tc.  For  StotT'a  S>  and  some 
MSS.  of  ff?  have  SsniP'D. —  39.  71]  the  word  means  tender  in  years,  or  deli¬ 
cately  nurtured,  Gen.  3313  Dt.  28s4.  Neither  meaning  is  appropriate  to  David, 
who  was  certainly  a  mature  man  and  who  had  been  brought  up  in  hardship. 
It  is  moreover  difficult  to  connect  the  word  with  what  follows :  tender  though 
anointed  king  is  perhaps  possible,  but  how  does  it  apply  to  the  situation? 
Following  a  suggestion  of  We.,  Bu.  emends  to  7S133  nu’l  71,  too  tender  and 
loivly  for  reigning.  But  it  is  not  likely  that  David  would  openly  express  this, 
even  if  it  were  his  thought.  <SL  makes  the  clause  apply  to  Abner  and  trans¬ 
lates  avyyevrjs  Kal  Ka9coTd,u.evos  virb  tov  fiaaiKews,  and  with  this  agree  many 
MSS.  of  <3,  only  reading  Ka.9ea-TaiJ.evos.  The  original  would  apparently  be 


-^D*?  1'pfll  in  Nim,  though  he  zvere  relative  and  officer  of  a  king  ( yet  these  sons 
of  Zeruiah  were  too  strong  for  him  is  the  continuation,  reading  lJDD  for  udd). 
For  other  conjectures  see  Kl. 


IV.  1-12.  The  assassination  of  Ishbaal.  —  The  death  of 
Abner  removed  the  main  support  of  the  throne  at  Mahanaim. 
Two  of  the  king’s  officers  therefore  seize  an  opportunity,  when 
the  king  is  unguarded,  to  murder  him.  They  bring  his  head 
to  Hebron  in  the  hope  of  reward.  But  David  treats  them  as  he 
had  treated  the  confessed  assassin  of  Saul. 

The  piece  is  an  evident  continuation  of  the  preceding  narrative 
and  is  homogeneous  except  for  a  single  (or  double)  interpola¬ 
tion,  2b_4. 

1 .  When  the  son  of  Saul  heard  that  Abner  had  died  hi  Hebron, 
his  hands  were  limp']  he  lost  courage  ;  and  all  Israel  was  thrown 
into  confusion]  showing  that  Abner  was  not  only  the  stay  of  the 
king,  but  also  the  administrator  of  the  kingdom.  —  2.  Ishbaal  had 
two  captains  of  guerilla  bands  whose  names  were  Baana  and 
Rechab.  The  fact  that  in  5  they  are  mentioned  in  the  reverse 
order  indicates  that  the  present  clause  is  part  of  the  redactional 
note.  They  are  described  as  sons  of  Rimmon  the  Beerothite,  of 
the  Benjamites]  Beeroth  was  a  city  of  the  Gibeonites,  Jos.  917,  but 
is  reckoned  to  Benjamin  Jos.  1825.  According  to  Robinson  it 
occupied  the  site  of  the  present  El-Bireh,  nine  miles  north  of 
Jerusalem.  An  editor  or  scribe  now  explains  why  a  Beerothite 
should  be  called  a  Benjamite.  But  he  does  not  tell  us  why 
Beeroth  should  not  be  reckoned  to  Benjamin.  The  fact  which 
he  finds  surprising  seems  natural  to  us.  —  3.  The  Beerothites  fled 
to  Gittaim]  also  a  city  of  Benjamin,  Neh.  n33,  and  have  been  cli¬ 
ents  there  until  this  day]  they  did  not  attain  full  citizenship.  If 
the  author  means  that  this  is  the  way  in  which  they  came  to  be 
Benjamites,  he  has  expressed  himself  obscurely.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  he  means  that  though  Benjamites,  they  preferred  clientage 
in  another  clan  to  their  blood  right,  we  must  suppose  this  Gittaim 
to  be  somewhere  else  than  in  Benjamin.  —  4.  The  verse  is  another 
interpolation.  The  design  seems  to  be  to  show  how  reduced  was 
the  house  of  Saul  —  the  heir  to  the  throne  was  a  cripple.  After 
the  battle  of  Gilboa  his  nurse  fled  in  such  trepidation  that  the 
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child  fell  from  her  arms  and  became  lame.  The  correct  form  of 
his  name,  preserved  in  Chronicles,  is  Meribbaal.  In  the  text  of 
Samuel  it  has  been  purposely  mutilated  to  Mephibosheth.  — 
5.  The  two  assassins  came  to  the  house  of  Ishbaal  while  he  was 
taking  his  noon  sleep  —  the  siesta  which  is  general  in  hot  coun¬ 
tries.  —  6.  As  it  stands  in  the  verse  is  superfluous  and  perplex¬ 
ing.  The  very  different  reading  of  (©  is  now  generally  adopted  : 
And  the  doorkeeper  of  the  palace  was  cleaning  wheat,  and  she  grew 
drowsy  and  slept ;  so  Rechab  and  Baanah  his  brother  slipped  in] 
the  modest  establishment  of  Ishbaal  afforded  only  a  maid  servant 
as  porter,  and  she  was  obliged  to  do  other  work  while  keeping  the 
door.  —  7.  Ishbaal  was  lying  upon  his  bed  i?i  his  sleeping  room] 
and  therefore  an  easy  victim.  The  murderers  cut  off  his  head 
and,  with  this  evidence,  travelled  the  road  of  the  Arabah  all  night. 
—  8.  They  present  the  head  of  their  murdered  king  to  David 
with  the  remark  :  Yahweh  has  avenged  thee  on  Saul  and  his  seed  ] 
the  apparent  hypocrisy  which  made  Yahweh  a  partner  in  their 
bloody  crime  called  forth  the  indignation  of  the  older  expositors. 
But  such  language  is  second  nature  to  an  oriental.  —  9, 10.  David’s 
reply  is  a  reference  to  a  precedent :  As  for  the  one  who  told  me, 
sayitig :  Saul  is  dead  —  though  I  regarded  him  as  a  bringer  of 
good  tidings  —  I  seized  him  and  slew  him  in  Ziklag  to  give  him  the 
reward  of  good  tidings.  The  sense  is  clear:  Even  though  the 
tidings  of  Saul’s  death  were  welcome  to  David,  that  did  not  hinder 
him  from  punishing  the  messenger.  — 11.  How  much  more  when 
wicked  men  have  slain  a  righteous  man  in  his  house  and  upoti  his 
bed;  shall  I  not  seek  his  blood  at  your  hand  and  destroy  you  front 
the  land?  Otherwise  the  land  itself  would  suffer  on  account  of 
unavenged  blood.  — 12.  The  murderers  are  put  to  death,  their 
hands  and  their  feet  cut  off  and  hung  up  over  the  pool  at  Hebron, 
where  they  would  be  seen  by  all  the  city,  and  the  head  of  Ishbaal 
is  buried  in  the  tomb  of  Abner  his  relative,  so  that  he  is  joined  to 
his  kin  in  his  burial. 

1.  Siwp]  is  proper  without  the  insertion  of  'yjntt’N  made  by  —  "02n] 
the  addition  of  irp,  made  by  We.  and  Bu.,  is  not  favoured  by  the  best  MSS. 
of  <§.  —  2.  7iN!i'-p]  is  here  impossible  and  we  must  insert  Sjjjb’nS  with  C§. 
The  identification  of  Beeroth  and  El  Bireh  is  objected  to  by  Buhl  (Geog. 
p.  173)  on  the  ground  that  Jos.  917  indicates  a  place  southwest  of  Gibeon,  and 
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that  Eusebius  locates  it  (OS.  p.  233)  on  the  road  to  Nicopolis.  But  cf.  Rob¬ 
inson,  BR 2.  I  p.  452;  Baedeker,  Palestine1,  p.  212.  —  i?y]  is  evidently  for  Sn. 
—  3.  lmtni]  the  meaning  seems  to  be  that  though  the  Beerothites  were  reck¬ 
oned  to  Benjamin,  yet  they  preferred  to  become  clients  at  Gittaim  rather  than 
to  retain  their  blood  rights.  But  as  Benjamites  could  hardly  become  clients 
of  Benjamites  (at  Gittaim),  we  suspect  the  true  state  of  the  case  to  have  been 
that  the  Beerothites,  originally  Canaanites,  sought  protection  at  Gittaim  and 
thus  were  reckoned  to  Benjamin.  Bertholet  (Stellung  d.  Israeliten,  p.  47) 
supposes  the  clientage  sought  because  of  Saul’s  attack  on  the  Gibeonites,  in 
which  case  the  murder  of  Ishbaal  was  an  act  of  revenge.  —  4.  The  second 
half  of  the  verse  is  removed  by  Bu.  and  inserted  after  gs,  but  it  is  doubtful 
whether  it  belongs  there.  —  nc’a'on]  the  name  has  been  changed  like 
to  avoid  pronouncing  the  word  Baal.  We  find  Sjn  ann,  1  Chr.  884  gi0,  and 
along  with  it  Sya'nc,  940.  From  the  analogy  of  Jerubbaal  we  naturally  inter¬ 
pret  Vya  anc,  Baal  is  a  warrior.  This  was  changed  by  the  ingenuity  of  the 
scribes  to  nc’fl'BD,  who  puffs  at  the  shameful  thing  (We.  TBS.  p.  31;  other 
conjectures  are  cited  by  Nestle,  Israelitische  Eigennamen,  p.  120  f.).  (§B  calls 
him  the  name  which  it  has  also  for  Ishbaal,  whereas  <§L  has 

Men<pt&daA.  This  indicates  that  the  name  has  undergone  two  transforma¬ 
tions;  first  it  was  made  Mephibaal  and  then  Mephibosheth.  —  5.  onnsn  aa^D] 
&  has,  curiously,  the  sleep  of  kings.  —  6.  The  opening  word  as  pointed  in  Jffl 
is  unintelligible;  the  repetition  of  the  subject  towards  the  close  of  the  verse 
is  unmotived;  and  the  whole  verse  anticipates  the  following  account.  Wel¬ 
come  relief  is  given  by  @  which  introduces  an  entirely  new  feature;  icai  IS ov 
T]  dupcvpbs  r ov  oXkov  bcddcupev  nvpovs  Kal  ivvcrTa^ev  Kal  eicaO evSev  (ical  vnvi uo’ei'1'). 
This  is  adopted  as  original  by  Ew.,  Th.,  We.,  and  later  commentators,  though 
they  differ  somewhat  in  the  retroversion :  jts^m  ojm  mtan  nSpD  roan  mjw  njni 
is  given  by  We.  and  adopted  by  Dr.,  Bu.,  whereas  Kl.  rejects  both  texts  and 
constructs  a  new  one  on  conjecture.  —  itaScj]  generally  means  to  slip  away,  to 
escape.  The  only  analogy  for  the  sense  required  here  is  1  S.  2029,  and  even 
there  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  writer  had  not  the  usual  meaning  in  mind.  — 
7.  The  second  wxvnx  is  omitted  by  <§L3L. — 10.  ’a]  introduces  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  oath.  —  vrjn]  ivtLmiv  fiov  ©  is  probably  original.  The  point  is 
that  the  Amalekite  was  punished  in  spite  of  the  nature  of  his  tidings. — 
f  >nn*7  ncx]  can  be  justified;  but  (since  We.)  TC’N  is  generally  thought  to  be 
an  erroneous  insertion;  the  clause  is  then  sarcastic.  —  II.  pnX“ts>'N_nn]  is 
unusual  though  not  entirely  without  parallel,  Ex.  2128  Nu.  219,  cf.  Davidson, 
Syntax,  72  R.  4,  Ges.26  117^.  —  nSh]  is  lacking  in  ©,  but  the  question  is  more 
vigorous  than  the  direct  assertion. 

V.-XXIV.  David’s  rule  over  all  Israel. 

V.-VIII.  The  establishment  of  the  kingdom.  —  The  tribes 
make  David  king,  and  he  establishes  his  capital  at  Jerusalem. 
He  is  attacked  by  the  Philistines  but  conquers  them.  His  next 
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step  is  to  bring  the  Ark  from  Baale- Judah.  The  progress  is  inter¬ 
rupted  by  an  untoward  incident,  but  after  some  delay  the  palla¬ 
dium  is  safely  settled  in  a  tent  pitched  for  it.  David  proposes  to 
build  a  house  for  Yahweh  but  is  forbidden,  though  he  receives  a 
promise  for  his  own  house.  The  next  chapter  contains  an  account 
of  several  successful  wars,  closing  with  a  summary  which  evidently 
marks  the  conclusion  of  a  section  of  the  narrative. 

In  this  division  of  the  book  various  hands  are  discernible,  as 
will  appear  in  the  course  of  the  exposition. 

V.  1-5.  David  is  anointed  king  over  all  Israel,  and  the  length 
of  his  reign  is  given.  The  anointing  is  a  natural  sequel  of  the 
preceding  narrative.  But  the  speech  of  vv.1-2  seems  later  than 
the  simple  statement  of  v.3.  —  1.  All  the  tribes  of  Israel  came  to 
David~\  by  their  representatives,  claiming  kinship  with  him.  — - 
2.  Moreover,  they  recognize  that  he  had  been  the  actual  leader 
while  Saul  was  king;  and  further,  Yahweh  had  promised  that 
David  should  shepherd  the  people.  —  3.  All  the  Sheikhs  came  to 
Hebron~\  as  they  were  already  there  in  v.1,  it  is  probable  that  this 
is  a  different  document.  —  And  the  king  made  an  agreement  with 
theni\  cf.  321.  We  may  conjecture  that  there  was  some  definite 
understanding  of  rights  and  duties  on  both  sides.  —  And  they 
anointed  David  as  king  over  Israel ]  the  Chronicler  adds  :  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  word  of  Yahweh  by  the  hand  of  Samuel.  But  this 
agrees  with  v.2  rather  than  v.3.  —  4,  5.  One  of  the  chrono¬ 
logical  data  frequent  in  the  Books  of  Kings.  This  seems  to 
be  late,  as  it  is  not  copied  by  the  Chronicler  who  appropriates  the 
rest  of  the  chapter.  There  is,  however,  no  improbability  in  the 
numbers,  as  David  evidently  had  a  long  reign,  and  the  life  he  led 
would  make  him  an  old  man  at  seventy. 

1-5.  All  that  is  required  by  the  narrative  is  v.3  which  alone  I  suppose  to 
be  from  the  earlier  document.  The  vv.1'3  are  repeated  substantially  in  1  Chr. 
ii1"3-- — 1.  Shne”  't02tt,-S2  indu]  Chr.  has  Sine”  ha  ixap'i  because  the  people 
were  in  his  view  a  homogeneous  whole.  —  llDNu]  is  lacking  in  Chr.  and  3L, 
whereas  idxS  is  omitted  by  ©.  —  2.  U'Sy]  lacking  in  Chr.  —  toxin  nn"n]  Kt. 
corrected  in  the  margin  to  Nutran  ni'D,  which  is  of  course  correct;  notice 
(«)'2Dn  which  follows.  — 4.  D'jjaix]  the  versions  and  17  MSS.  have  D'jnnxi. 
—  5.  tfhen  □'tvSe’  thinks  it  necessary  to  make  the  exact  sum  of  forty  years, 
and  puts  32  years  and  six  months  here. 
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Budde  removes  vv.4- 5  from  this  position  and  inserts  them  in  connexion 
with  32-5,  51S~18  after  814.  But  it  is  clear  that  this  does  not  restore  a  text  that 
ever  existed.  These  verses  are  a  redactional  insertion,  but  they  never  stood 
in  any  other  connexion  than  their  present  one.  In  fact  they  are  in  place  at 
the  beginning  of  David’s  reign  over  Israel. 

6-16.  The  capture  of  Jerusalem.  —  David  captures  the  for¬ 
tress  of  Jerusalem  and  makes  it  his  capital.  His  prosperity  is  evi¬ 
denced  by  the  attention  of  the  king  of  Tyre  and  by  the  increase 
of  David’s  harem. 

The  section  is  an  apparent  unit,  but  does  not  fit  well  in  the 
present  context,  for  the  attack  of  the  Philistines,  v.17  evidently 
came  before  the  capture  of  Jerusalem.  The  union  of  all  Israel 
under  a  single  crown  was  in  fact  sufficient  reason  for  the  Philis¬ 
tines  to  bestir  themselves.  Probably  the  campaign  of  the  Phil¬ 
istines  made  David  feel  the  necessity  of  possessing  Jerusalem. 
While  in  the  hands  of  the  Canaanite,  this  city  really  cut  his  king¬ 
dom  in  two.  When  he  took  it,  it  became  the  natural  capital  of 
the  country,  and  its  strength  in  the  Jebusite  period  was  equally 
marked  after  David  took  possession  of  it. 

6.  The  king  and  his  men]  his  regular  soldiers  are  evidently 
intended,  went  to  Je7"usalem  against  the  Jebusite,  the  inhabitant  of 
the  land~\  the  same  phrase  is  used  elsewhere  of  the  Canaanite 
(Gen.  5011)  and  the  Amorite  (Jos.  2418).  The  remainder  of  the 
verse  is  obscure.  Apparently,  the  Jebusites  say  to  David:  Thou 
shalt  not  come  in  hither  for  the  blind  and  the  lame  shall  keep  thee 
back ]  but  this  cannot  be  got  out  of  the  present  text,  and  no 
emendation  that  is  convincing  has  yet  been  suggested.  There  is 
no  reason  for  taking  the  blind  and  the  lame  in  any  but  the  proper 
sense.  In  derision,  the  walls  were  manned  by  cripples.  The 
explanatory  clause :  meaning  that  David  cannot  co7ne  hither,  is 
unnecessary  and  probably  a  later  insertion.  —  7.  David  took  the 
stronghold  of  Zion ]  undoubtedly  the  eastern  ridge  of  the  two  now 
covered  by  the  city  of  Jerusalem.  —  8.  Another  case  of  corrup¬ 
tion.  As  it  stands,  the  verse  seems  to  give  the  reason  why  the 
blind  and  the  lame  are  shut  out  of  the  sanctuary.  But  this  clause 
is  perhaps  an  afterthought.  Two  theories  are  held  as  to  the  first 
half  of  the  verse.  One  makes  it  give  the  city  over  to  sack,  the 
other  makes  it  a  command  to  spare  the  lame  and  the  blind. 
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Neither  is  satisfactory.  From  the  form  of  the  introductory  phrase, 
the  verse  should  contain  a  reflection  of  David  on  his  successful 
capture  of  the  city.  —  9.  David  dwelt  in  the  fortress ]  which  he 
had  just  taken,  and  built  it  round  about  from  Millo  ]  the  fortifica¬ 
tion  or  retaining  wall  mentioned  also  among  the  works  of  Solomon 
i  K.  915,  and  rebuilt  by  Hezekiah,  2  Chr.  32s.  — 10.  Concluding 
remark  —  David  kept  on  growing  great  and  Yahweh  was  with  him. 

6.  Budde  ingeniously  prefixes  61  to  this  verse,  and  thus  makes  David  levy 
thirty  thousand  troops  for  the  siege  of  Jerusalem.  But  there  is  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  any  such  number  was  necessary.  The  Jebusites  confided  in  the 
strength  of  their  citadel,  and  this  was  captured  by  the  bravery  of  a  few  led  by 
Joab.  This  would  indicate  that  David’s  band  of  trusty  veterans  did  the  greater 
part  of  the  work.  The  Chronicler  indeed  makes  David  and  all  Israel  the 
subject,  but  this  can  hardly  weigh.  —  nWrn]  here  as  elsewhere  is  made  a  dual 
by  the  punctuators,  with  no  apparent  reason.  The  city  is  named  in  the  Tell- 
el-Amarna  tablets  which  show  that  it  was  a  dependency  of  Egypt  before  the 
Israelite  invasion  of  Palestine;  cf.  Winckler’s  edition,  i8o25-46  18314.  The 
Jebusites  are  named  as  one  of  the  nations  of  Canaan,  but  seem  to  have  pos¬ 
sessed  no  more  territory  than  the  city  of  Jerusalem,  cm>*n  ■p'DrroN  '2  = 
but  the  blind  will  have  removed  thee,  is  inappropriate.  The  tense  is  wrong, 
the  verb  should  be  plural,  and  tdh  is  not  used  of  repulsing  an  enemy.  We.’s 
emendation,  yvD-i,  meets  two  of  the  objections  but  not  the  third.  It  has  been 
proposed  therefore  to  correct  to  rrvDn —  the  English  Version  tacitly  does  so 
—  with  the  meaning  except  thou  have  removed  (Kl.),  which  is  faultless  so  far 
as  the  form  of  the  verb  is  concerned,  but  would  naturally  be  followed  by 
the  accusative  sign.  I  suspect  that  the  adversative  on  '3  is  not  original  and 
that  the  conjunction  is  •>3.  The  -p’Dn  ox  then  represents  a  verb  with  the 
object  —  say  qnN  1>UD'  or  "piD-iip;  avrloTTiaav  (§  would  favour  the  latter. 
The  blind  and  the  lame  are  taken  by  some  of  the  Rabbinical  expositors  to 
mean  the  gods  of  the  Jebusites,  an  interpretation  suggested  by  Ps.  1 1 5s-7  (on 
the  theory  that  it  was  composed  by  David).  Another  conceit  of  the  same 
kind  sees  in  the  blind  and  the  lame,  images  of  Isaac  and  Jacob,  on  which  the 
Jebusites  had  written  the  covenant  made  by  Abraham  with  Abimelech  their 
ancestor  (?),  on  which  covenant  they  relied  for  protection  (so  Levi  ben 
Gerson).  Equally  forcible  is  the  theory  of  a  modern  scholar  that  the  blind 
and  the  lame  “  are  the  dreaded  guardian  spirits,  the  protecting  deities  of  Jeru¬ 
salem,  called  thus  either  by  the  people  or  by  the  late  scribes  of  Judea,  while 
in  fact  they  were  the  ‘  watchers  ’  =  and  the  D'nDie,  ‘  threshold  crossers 
or  leapers’  of  the  Jebusites”  (Kohler  in  Am.  Jour.  Theol.  I.  p.  803).  It  is 
enough  to  notice  that  the  words  must  have  the  same  sense  here  and  in  v.8. 
The  Chronicler  omits  all  after  the  first  run,  perhaps  by  homeoteleuton. — 
7.  p'X]  later  a  poetical  name  for  Jerusalem  itself.  Robinson’s  identification 
of  Zion  with  the  southwestern  quarter  of  modern  Jerusalem  is  now  generally 
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given  up.  —  in  my  ton]  is  superfluous  along  with  v.9b. —  8.  ’Dm  nDD_l?D] 
naturally  means  whoever  smites  a  Jebusite ,  and  we  expect  as  the  apodosis  either 
a  permission  to  take  his  spoil,  or  the  promise  of  a  reward  for  the  deed,  or  the 
threat  of  punishment.  Neither  one  can  be  got  out  of  -njxa  yjni,  though  the 
form  of  the  verb  is  correct,  ms"  occurs  in  only  one  other  passage  and  is  not 
certain  even  there.  In  later  Hebrew  the  word  means  a  canal  or  pipe,  and  so 
it  has  been  interpreted  here  of  the  eaves-trough  of  the  citadel,  or  of  the  sewer 
under  the  city,  as  though  David  offered  a  reward  for  whoever  should  smite  the 
Jebusite  and  gel  up  lo  the  pinnacle  of  the  castle,  or,  on  the  other  hand,  for 
whoever  should  climb  up  through  the  sewer  or  reach  the  moat.  The  precarious 
nature  of  the  proposed  interpretation  is  obvious,  and  is  emphasized  by  the 
fact  that  the  sentence  so  construed  is  left  incomplete,  and  that  the  lame  and 
the  blind  who  follow  are  equally  without  intelligible  connexion.  By  reading 
jnp  Ewald  makes  the  storming  party  cast  into  the  moat  the  lame  and  the 
blind  who  defended  the  walls.  The  Chronicler  departs  from  the  text  of  this 
verse,  perhaps  because  he  found  it  unintelligible.  Conjectures  of  Th.,  Kl.,  Bu. 
give  no  real  help.  @  sees  in  lux  a  dagger,  Aquila  a  watercourse,  and  Sym- 
machus  a  battlement.  —  nua’]  for  which  Qri  wsutD :  ku\  tovs  fuoovvTas. — - 

roan]  (5  interprets  correctly  when  it  renders  ohcov  Kvplov.  —  9.  po]  read 
man  with  @  (We.).  —  NlSsn]  the  word  occurs  in  the  name  of  a  fortress  (?) 
Beth-Millo,  Jd.  9®.  —  nmai]  may  be  and  inwards,  Millo  being  the  external 
limit  of  his  building,  or  towards  the  house  which  would  naturally  be  the  sanctu¬ 
ary,  as  in  v.8. 

11.  And  Hiram  king  of  Tyre ]  the  prominent  commercial  city 
of  the  Phoenicians ;  sent  messengers  to  David~\  it  is  altogether 
probable  that  the  Philistines  were  the  common  enemy  of  both 
parties.  The  superiority  of  the  Phoenicians  as  builders  is  well 
known  from  the  history  of  Solomon.  — 12.  David  knew~\  appar¬ 
ently  by  the  evidence  of  the  Phoenician  embassy.  The  natural 
conclusion  is  that  the  embassy  came  soon  after  his  occupation  of 
Jerusalem.  The  chronology  makes  it  doubtful  whether  Hiram 
came  so  early  to  the  throne,  but  this  may  be  the  fault  of  the  chro¬ 
nology. — 13.  The  increase  of  the  harem  increases  the  prestige 
of  an  oriental  ruler.  — 14.  From  the  occurrence  of  the  name  Solo¬ 
mon,  who  was  born  some  years  after  the  occupation  of  Jer.,  we 
conclude  that  this  list  gives  the  name  of  all  David’s  sons  known 
to  the  author.  — 16.  Eljada  was  originally  Baaliada,  as  we  discover 
from  the  parallel  in  Chronicles,  and  as  is  indicated  also  by  (©. 

11.  a*rn]  probably  a  shortened  form  of  ai'HN.  According  to  Josephus 
{Ant.  VIII.  3,  1)  Hiram’s  eleventh  year  was  the  year  of  Solomon’s  accession, 
which  would  of  course  be  inconsistent  with  an  embassy  early  in  David’s  reign, 
U 


290 


2  SAMUEL 


The  artisans  sent  by  Hiram  were  probably  his  slaves.  —  mp]  lacking  in  (§B,  is 
in  fact  superfluous.  — 12.  Ntyt]  is  active  —  Yahweh  had  exalted  his  kingdom. 
HNI2U,  that  is,  a  Niphal,  is  read  by  @  and  Chr.  —  13.  D'iyjSfl]  omitted  by  Chr. 
The  action  of  David  shows  no  acquaintance  with  the  Deuteronomic  law,  Dt. 
1717.  The  Rabbinical  ingenuity  which  interprets  the  law  as  forbidding  more 
than  eighteen  wives,  and  which  shows  that  David  had  just  that  number,  is  set 
forth  in  Schmid,  p.222.  —  aSsumo]  'TVO  i  Chr.  I43.- — 14-16.  The  list  of 
David’s  sons  is  repeated  in  1  Chr.  35ff-  and  By  duplicating  ol’C’l’N  and 

inserting  rm  (duplicate  of  jsj)  the  number  is  there  increased  to  thirteen  in¬ 
stead  of  eleven.  jn'Sx  is  yvh jn  in  both  places  in  Chr.;  BaaAeijuad  <3B  and 
BaaAiAafl  show  that  the  same  form  was  once  found  in  the  present  passage. 

17-25.  Two  battles  with  the  Philistines.  —  In  two  encounters 
David  defeats  the  Philistines.  The  time  is  before  the  capture  of 
Jerusalem,  so  that  we  have  here  an  insertion  from  another  docu¬ 
ment. —  17.  The  occasion  was  that  they  had  anointed  David  king 
over  Israel ]  the  Philistines  might  readily  suppose  that  David  was 
growing  too  powerful.  His  behaviour  indicates  that  he  had  not 
given  them  direct  provocation.  —  He  went  down  to  the  stronghold ] 
the  verb  makes  it  sufficiently  plain  that  the  citadel  of  Zion  is  not 
intended.  — 18.  The  Philistines  came  and  plundered  (Jd.  159)  in 
the  Valley  of  Rephaim ]  now  generally  identified  with  the  valley 
that  extends  southwestward  from  Jerusalem.  — 19.  David  asks 
counsel  of  the  oracle  and  receives  a  favourable  answer.  —  20.  Yah¬ 
weh  has  broken  down  my  enemies  before  me  like  the  breaking  of 
waters ]  through  a  dam.  Baal  Perazim  is  possibly  referred  to  as 
Mount  Perazim  Is.  2821. —  21.  They  left  their  gods~\  as  we  should 
probably  read,  a?id  David  and  his  men  carried  them  away. 

IT.  nnxan  tvi]  although  the  citadel  of  Jerusalem  has  been  called  a 
m«D  v.9,  it  cannot  be  intended  here.  If  this  incident  were  later  in  time  than 
the  capture  of  Jerusalem,  David  would  not  have  needed  to  go  to  that  strong¬ 
hold,  for  he  resided  there.  Usage  does  not  allow  us  to  say,  either,  that  one 
went  down  to  Jerusalem.  The  allusion  must  therefore  be  to  one  of  his  earlier 
resorts,  perhaps  Adullam.  — 18.  CNDin]  rau  Tirducou  (5.  Robinson,  who 
makes  the  identification  (£R2.  I.  p.  219),  gives  no  reasons  except  the  declara¬ 
tion  of  Josephus.  The  location  however  answers  the  needs  of  Jos.  158  1S16, 
and  would  be  a  natural  route  for  the  Philistines,  cf.  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  91. — 
19.  nSjusn]  confirms  what  was  said  about  the  stronghold.  —  20.  fis]  of  the 
breaking  down  of  a  wall,  2  Chr.  247  Ps.  So13.  Sya  frequent  in  the  names  of 
places,  the  town  being  named  from  its  patron  deity,  as  modern  names  are 
often  taken  from  the  patron  saint  or  his  church. — -21.  ai'a'i;1]  for  which  Chr. 
has  nrpnS.s.  The  latter,  which  was  also  read  by  (§  here,  is  doubtless  original. 
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A  late  scribe  hesitated  to  call  the  idols  gods.  The  Chronicler  adds  that  David 
burned  them  with  fire,  and  a  similar  addition  is  made  by  (gL.  But  this  seems 
to  have  been  an  addition  to  accord  with  the  views  of  later  times. 

22.  A  similar  situation,  perhaps  a  part  of  the  same  campaign. 

—  23.  In  answer  to  his  inquiry  he  is  directed  not  to  make  a  direct 
attack.  —  Go  about  to  their  rear  and  come  upon  them  opposite  the 
Balsams ]  the  word  is  treated  like  a  proper  name.  —  24.  Specific 
directions  giving  an  omen  :  And  it  shall  be  when  thou  hearest  the 
sound  of  marching  in  the  tops  of  the  balsams,  then  thou  shalt  act 
promptly,  for  then  Yaliweh  will  have  gone  forth  before  thee  to  stnife 
the  camp  of  the  Philistines ]  it  is  scarcely  possible  to  suppose  that 
the  incident  is  not  based  upon  the  sanctity  of  the  trees  in  ques¬ 
tion. —  25.  David’s  obedience  was  rewarded  with  a  victory  and 
he  smote  the  Philistines  from  Geba ]  the  place  is  doubtful,  to  Gezer~\ 
in  the  border  of  the  Philistine  territory. 

23.  3Dn]  the  Hiphil  is  uncalled  for  and  we  may  either  read  a  Niphal,  or, 
with  Dr.,  strike  out  the  n  as  erroneous  duplication  from  the  preceding  word. 

—  o'soti]  D'toan  Chr. :  a'Dia  S.  Some  derivative  of  roa  is  indicated  by  toC 
KAa.v0fj.wvos  <5,  so  that  the  Bochim  of  Jd.  25  was  in  the  mind  of  both  transla¬ 
tors.  But  the  location  does  not  seem  suitable.  —  24.  ‘iJJDit'a]  "pTCO  is  preferred 
by  Qre.  —  mjs]  the  article  should  probably  be  prefixed  with  Chr.  —  yinn] 
look  sharp  is  our  colloquial  equivalent.  —  25.  JJatn]  airb  Tafiawv  @  agrees  with 
pjnjD  Chr.  But  both  Geba  and  Gibeon  are  too  far  from  the  valley  of  Rephaim 
for  the  pursuit  to  begin  at  either  one.  The  mention  of  Gibeon  and  Perazim 
together  by  Isaiah  does  not  prove  anything  as  to  these  two  events.  —  in]  on 
the  location  cf.  GASmith,  Geog.  p.  215  f. 

VI.  1-23.  The  bringing  up  of  the  Ark.  —  David  attempts  to 
bring  the  Ark  to  the  citadel,  but  an  untoward  incident  prevents 
the  accomplishment  of  his  purpose  for  a  time.  After  three  months 
a  second  attempt  is  made,  this  time  with  success.  David’s  reli¬ 
gious  zeal,  or  its  violent  expression,  brings  upon  him  a  rebuke  from 
his  wife  Michal,  and  this  results  in  a  permanent  estrangement. 

There  seems  no  reason  to  question  that  the  story  belongs  to  the 
main  narrative  of  the  life  of  David.  The  Chronicler,  who  borrows 
it,  makes  considerable  changes  in  the  opening  section,  to  accord 
with  his  point  of  view. 

1.  David  gathered  the  warriors  of  Israel,  thirty  thousand  in 
number.  As  Yahweh  is  a  God  of  War  such  an  escort  is  appropri- 
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ate.  Numerical  data  however  are  generally  open  to  suspicion.  — 
2.  They  went  to  Baal  JudaK\  the  name  indicates  that  it  was  a 
seat  of  the  worship  of  Yahweh.  The  present  narrative  does  not 
necessarily  presuppose  the  account  of  the  Ark  in  i  S.  The  Ark 
is  described  as  that  which  is  called  by  the  name  of  Yahweh  Sabaoth 
who  thrones  upon  the  Cherubim ]  cf.  i  S.  44.  The  whole  clause 
however  looks  like  a  later  insertion  (We.).  —  3.  They  made  the 
Ark  of  God  ride  on  a  new  cart']  a  new  cart  so  as  to  avoid  the 
possibility  of  defilement.  The  method  was  evidently  the  same 
used  by  the  Philistines.  The  house  of  Abinadab  from  which  they 
took  it  is  described  as  on  the  hill,  cf.  i  S.  71.  —  And  Uzzah  and 
Ahio  the  sons  of  Abinadab  were  driving  the  cart]  the  last  word 
of  the  verse,  with  the  first  six  words  of  the  next  verse,  is  erroneous 
duplication.  —  4.  The  verse  is  confused  by  the  error  just  noted, 
but  seems  originally  to  have  said  that  Uzzah  walked  by  the  side  of 
the  Ark  while  Ahio  went  before  it.  —  5.  David  and  all  the  house 
of  Israel  were  dancing  before  the  Ark]  in  religious  exaltation,  with 
all  their  might ;  and  with  songs  and  with  harps  and  with  lyres  and 
with  drums  and  with  rattles  and  with  cymbals]  the  instruments 
intended  correspond  approximately  to  those  still  used.*  —  6.  They 
came  to  the  threshing-floor  of  Nachon]  the  location  is  unknown. — 
And  Uzzah  stretched  out  his  hand  to  the  Ark  of  God  and  took  hold 
of  it  for  the  oxen  stumbled]  or  shook  it  (cf.  (f?  below).  The 
stumbling  of  the  oxen  would  shake  the  cart  and  threaten  to  make 
the  Ark  fall  to  the  ground.  —  7.  And  the  wrath  of  Yahweh  was 
kindled  against  Uzzah]  as  though  he  were  affronted  by  the  action, 
and  God  smote  him  there]  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  for  the 
change  of  the  divine  name,  and  the  text  may  have  been  interpo¬ 
lated. —  And  he  died  there  in  the  presence  of  God]  for  the  reading 
see  the  note  below.  The  question  why  Uzzah  should  be  smitten 
was  not  a  puzzle  to  the  older  commentators,  so  much  as  the  ques¬ 
tion  why  everybody  else  was  not  involved  in  the  same  fate.  For 
the  whole  transaction  was  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Law 
which  gives  specific  instructions  for  the  transport  of  the  Ark.  The 
Ark  was  first  to  be  covered  by  the  priests  (Num.  45b)  ;  it  was  then 


*  Some  ancient  oriental  musical  instruments  are  figured  (from  the  Assyrian 
monuments)  in  Wellhausen's  translation  of  the  Psalms  (SBOT.  N.  Y.,  1898), 
Appendix,  entitled  “  Music  of  the  Ancient  Hebrews.” 
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to  be  taken  up  and  carried  by  the  Levites  (415).  The  palpable 
violation  of  these  provisions  would  seem  to  be  a  reason  why  the 
whole  procession  should  come  to  grief.  But  the  fact  is,  as  now 
generally  conceded,  that  the  method  of  David  shows  his  ignorance 
of  the  Levitical  regulation.  Uzzah  gave  offence  by  his  too  great 
familiarity  in  laying  hold  suddenly  of  the  sacred  emblem.  This 
is  all  that  is  implied  in  the  text.  The  wrath  of  Yahweh  was  but 
momentary,  as  is  evinced  by  his  treatment  of  Obed-Edom. — 
8.  The  temper  of  Yahweh  was  reciprocated  by  David  who  was 
angry  that  Yahweh  had  brought  destruction  upon  Uzzah ]  literally, 
had  broken  a  breach,  such  as  gives  a  city  into  the  hands  of  the 
enemy.  —  9.  The  unaccountable  conduct  of  Yahweh  when  David 
was  preparing  him  a  new  residence  and  new  honours,  gave  rise  to 
fear  as  well  as  anger.  David’s  question :  How  shall  the  Ark  of 
Yahweh  cotne  to  me .?]  is  the  expression  of  his  fear  to  have  it  come 
at  all,  not  an  inquiry  as  to  the  best  way  of  bringing  it.  — 10.  He 
was  not  willing  to  remove  the  Ark  of  Yahweh  to  the  city  of  David~\ 
to  the  citadel.  It  was  to  all  appearance  already  within  the  town 
of  Jerusalem.  —  He  turned  it  aside  to  the  house  of  Obed-Edom  the 
Gittite  ]  one  of  several  Philistines  in  David’s  service. 

1.  Bu.  prefixes  this  verse  to  5®,  making  the  gathering  of  all  Israel  to  be  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  Jerusalem.  He  then  makes  v.2  follow  directly  on  512, 
as  though  David’s  bringing  up  of  the  Ark  was  because  he  knew  that  Yahweh 
had  established  him  as  king  over  Israel.  The  present  section  however  reads 
well  as  it  stands,  the  people  of  v.2  referring  evidently  to  the  young  men  of 
Israel  of  v.1.  nD’i  for  rpN'i,  cf.  Dr.  and  Schm.  —  ~n>?]  is  superfluous  and 
probably  an  erroneous  insertion.  For  30,000  (5  has  70,000. — 2.  ’Sjdd] 
would  naturally  define  the  people  with  David  as  the  burghers  of  Judah,  and 
is  so  understood  by  <§.  But  in  that  case  we  have  no  indication  of  the  place 
where  they  were  to  find  the  Ark.  That  place  is  called  by  the  Chronicler  nSjn, 
so  that  it  is  easy  to  correct  here  to  min'  the  '  having  been  duplicated 
(We.),  or  to  min'  Both  1  Chr.  136  and  Jos.  15  identify  the  place  with 

Ivirjath  Jearim.  —  Dir  Dir]  one  of  the  two  words  is  superfluous,  lacking  also  in 
3. —  3.  njnm  is’n]  is  possibly  corrupt,  as  it  seems  unnecessary  to  describe 
the  location  so  exactly,  and  it  is  omitted  by  Chr.  —  «rjl]  here  is  for  nty.  — 
vnxi]  is  naturally  read  as  vnx  or  l'ny.  But  it  seems  strange  that  his  brother 
should  not  be  named  as  well  as  Uzzah.  i’riv,  as  another  form  of  l.n'nn,  is  a 
possible  proper  name  so  that  I  have  retained  it.  —  nmn  nStyn]  is  an  obvious 
case  of  disagreement,  and  it  seems  clear  that  the  eye  of  the  scribe  wandered 
from  nSjjjn,  which  he  had  just  written,  to  nSjj;  early  in  the  verse  so  that  he 


294 


2  SAMUEL 


repeated  nyaja  .  .  .  nann  before  he  discovered  his  mistake.  —  O'nbxn  ;nx  ny] 
makes  no  sense,  either  with  what  precedes  or  without  it.  We  are  compelled 
to  suppose  that  in  his  confusion  over  his  error  the  scribe  omitted  something. 
What  is  needed  is  simply  an  affirmation  that  Uzzah  walked  by  the  side  of  the 
Ark.  —  5.  D'iS’na  'sy  VoMJ'  is  unintelligible  —  cypress  trees  certainly  have  no 
place  here,  and  to  make  the  words  mean  tvith  all  manner  of  instruments  made 
of  fir  wood  (EV.)  is  to  insert  the  main  idea  into  the  text.  Nor  is  it  known 
that  fir  (or  cypress)  wood  was  used  in  the  manufacture  of  musical  instruments. 
With  most  recent  editors,  therefore,  we  should  correct  to  the  reading  of  Chr. 
—  on'tsoi  ty  *702 — the  first  two  words  occur  again  in  v.14.  (H  has  a  double 
translation,  one  half  of  which  confirms  this  restoration,  the  other  half  consists 
of  the  words  which  represent  tybra  in  v.14.  D’yjyjD  seem  to  be  sistra  (the 
word  is  rendered  oeiarpois  by  Aq.  and  Sym.  according  to  Field),  instruments 
used  in  the  worship  of  Isis.  —  6.  pun]  evidently  a  proper  name;  the  endeavour 
of  some  of  the  commentators  to  make  it  mean  indefinitely,  a  certain  threshing- 
floor,  is  not  sustained  by  usage,  nor  is  Th.’s  interpretation  fixed  or  permanent 
in  distinction  from  a  temporary  floor  used  only  for  a  particular  field  or  during 
one  season.  Whether  Nachon  is  the  correct  name,  or  whether  we  should  read 
JITO  with  Chr.,  or  Ncu5a/S  with  (HB,  cannot  be  determined.  (§L  reads  Opva  tov 
’IejButratov,  an  evident  correction,  intended  to  make  the  Ark  select  its  perma¬ 
nent  abode  thus  early.  —  nbam]  requires  it  nx  which  is  read  by  all  the 
versions  and  by  Chr.  (which  however  changes  the  order  of  what  follows)  but 
has  accidentally  dropped  out  of  —  isdc’]  is  a  rare  word  and  the  passages 
in  which  it  occurs  throw  little  light  upon  its  meaning  here.  In  2  K.  9s3  it  is 
used  transitively  of  throwing  a  person  out  of  a  window.  It  would  be  natural 
to  interpret  here  therefore  the  oxen  cast  it  down.  But  the  object  would  pretty 
certainly  be  expressed  if  this  were  the  meaning.  Another  meaning  of  the 
verb  is  to  release  a  debt,  and  we  might  conjecture  that  the  oxen  slipped,  losing 
their  foothold.  Bochart  ( Hierozo .  I.  II.  Cap.  37)  cites  Arabic  analogy  which 
would  make  the  verb  mean  were  mired.  ©  irepUonao-ev  ai/rr/v  seems  to  find 
the  object  expressed  —  ian!f> —  and  so  with  2T  vtjid.  Calcitrabant  1L  seems 
to  be  a’ conjecture  only.  —  ovnSxn]  after  the  mir  expressed  above  is  superflu¬ 
ous.  —  bz’rrby]  is  lacking  in  ©B  and  therefore  suspicious.  There  is  no  Hebrew 
word  biv  known  to  us  :  iirl  tij  irpo-ntrela  (HL :  super  temeritate  3L  :  pro  igno- 
rantia  I :  ’Sntt’Xi  ®  seem  to  go  back  to  a  common  source  which  interpreted 
the  word  by  the  Aramaic.  The  present  tendency  (We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  Ki.)  is  to 
regard  the  phrase  as  the  mutilated  remains  of  the  words  of  the  Chronicler : 
'xn  by  it  rotf  Hi’X  ?y.  More  likely  they  represent  an  attempt  to  give  the 
exact  location,  now  unintelligible.  Kl.  conjectures  2b;;’n  by  which  he  supposes 
to  mean  on  the  side  beam  of  the  cart  on  which  Uzzah  sat.  But  this  is  pre¬ 
carious. —  D'nSx  jnx  oy]  for  which  Chr.  has  Dinbx  'OS1?  as  has  ©L.  The  latter 
is  probably  original,  for  it  would  be  more  likely  to  be  corrected  into  the  other 
phrase.  <55B  combines  the  two  readings.  —  8.  xip'i]  must  be  ‘  impersonal  ’ 
as  in  similar  instances- — one  called  the  place,  etc.  —  10.  Dix-i2p)  the  second 
part  of  the  name  is  probably  the  name  of  a  god,  and  the  whole  corresponds  to 
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ma".  That  the  man  was  a  Gittite,  and  therefore  a  Philistine,  is  purposely 
ignored  by  the  Chronicler,  who  takes  pains  to  enroll  him  as  a  Levite  and  put 
him  among  the  doorkeepers.  Of  course,  as  a  follower  of  David  and  a  resident 
in  the  land  of  Israel,  he  was  a  worshipper  of  Yahweh. 

11-19.  The  second  attempt.  — 11.  During  the  three  months 
of  the  Ark’s  sojourn,  Yahweh  blessed  Obed-Edom  and  all  his 
house ]  whether  with  riches  or  with  children  we  are  not  told, 
probably  with  both.  — 12.  The  blessing  conferred  upon  Obed- 
Edom  is  the  reason  why  David  renews  his  effort.  This  is  con¬ 
cealed  by  the  Chronicler,  who  supposes  David  to  have  a  fixed 
purpose  during  all  the  three  months.  (@L  correctly  interprets 
when  it  inserts  :  and  David  said :  I  will  turn  the  blessing  to  my 
hoiise.  —  13.  When  the  bearers  of  the  Ark  had  marched  six  paces~\ 
and  it  was  thereby  evident  that  Yahweh  was  willing  to  go,  he 
sacrificed  an  ox  and  a  fatling ]  David  is  undoubtedly  the  subject. 
The  change  from  the  cart  to  the  shoulders  of  men  was  prompted 
by  the  fact  that  the  cart  had  proved  unfortunate  on  the  previous 
occasion.  This  author  shows  no  suspicion  that  the  former  was 
the  legal,  or  even  the  traditional,  method.  Practical  considera¬ 
tions  may  also  have  weighed,  for  the  ascent  to  the  citadel  was 
probably  steep  and  possibly  winding.  There  is  no  indication  that 
more  than  one  sacrifice  was  made  during  the  progress.  — 14.  And 
David  was  dancing\  the  word  occurs  only  in  this  passage  and 
seems  to  mean  whirling,  like  the  devotional  dancing  of  the  der¬ 
vishes. —  And  David  was  girded  with  a  linen  ephod ]  such  as  the 
priests  wore,  1  S.  218.  We  should  probably  think  of  this  as  a  strip 
of  cloth  like  the  izar  of  the  Moslem.  Religious  vestments  are 
survivals  of  earlier  costume.  The  scantiness  of  this  dress,  as  con¬ 
trasted  with  the  long  robe  appropriate  to  a  king,  is  the  ground  of 
Michal’s  contempt.  — 15.  The  procession  continued  with  shouting 
and  the  sound  of  trumpet ]  as  we  might  say  with  shouting  and 
blare.  Making  a  loud  noise  was  an  act  of  worship  as  late  as  the 
time  of  the  Psalmist.  — 16.  The  verse  is  designed  to  prepare  for 
the  scene  at  home,  v.20f-.  As  it  breaks  the  thread  of  the  narrative, 
and  is  introduced  awkwardly,  it  is  perhaps  a  redactional  insertion. 
Correcting  the  opening  word,  the  verse  says  :  And  the  Ark  of 
Yahweh  was  coming  into  the  city  of  David  when  Michal  the 
daughter  of  Saul  looked  through  the  window  and  saw  King 
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David  leaping  and  whirling,  and  she  despised  him  in  her  heart'] 
the  dignity  of  a  king  had  been  no  better  observed  by  Saul  when 
he  lay  down  naked  in  the  company  of  the  prophets.  But  this  she 
chose  to  forget.  — 17.  The  successful  conclusion:  They  set  the 
Ark  in  its  place,  in  the  tent  which  David  had  pitched  for  it ] 
and  the  rites  of  sacrifice  were  observed.  — 18.  At  the  conclusion 
of  the  sacrifices  David  blessed  the  people  in  the  name  of  Yahweh ] 
that  he  acted  as  priest  seems  evident.  —  19.  David  distributed  to 
the  people  bread,  raisins,  and  (apparently)  other  victuals. 

11.  The  conjectures  of  the  Rabbis  on  the  blessing  of  fruitfulness  conferred 
upon  Obed-Edom  are  given  by  Schm.,  p.  277.  The  Chronicler  inserts  here 
the  account  of  Hiram’s  embassy,  of  David’s  family,  and  of  the  preparation 
of  the  Levites  for  the  coming  procession.  — 12.  D'ri7Nn]  +  /red  el-ire  Aai no 
> Eir l(tt peipco  T-r)v  evXoylav  els  rbv  oTk6v  pou  which  is  represented  also  in  l 
(Cod.  Germ.  7  apud  Sabatier,  et  Cod.  Leg.  Goth,  apud  Vercellone).  It  may 
be  original,  having  been  omitted  by  on  account  of  its  frank  egoism.  — 
13.  For  the  first  clause  (§  has :  and  there  were  with  him  [or  with  them ]  seven 
bands.  The  reading  seems  to  have  arisen  by  corruption  of  —  14.  13102] 
the  word  occurs  only  here  and  v.16;  Chr.  omits  it  in  his  reproduction  of  this 
verse  and  substitutes  pns'D  for  it  at  its  second  occurrence.  It  was  either  obso¬ 
lete  in  his  time,  or  he  thought  it  undignified.  — 15.  rvo]  is  omitted  by 
and  3  MSS.  of  — 16.  mm]  is  certainly  the  wrong  tense,  as  the  Chronicler 
shows  by  correcting  it  to  'mi.  Even  with  the  correction,  the  verse  reads  awk¬ 
wardly;  it  is  unnecessary  also,  for  Michal’s  remarks  are  self-explanatory  and 
the  situation  need  not  be  described  in  advance.  —  nan]  this  stem  occurs  here 
only,  the  Qal  in  Gen.  492*  only.  —  19.  a^ND1?]  is  sustained  by  some  analogous 
passages,  i  Chr.  27s23  Ex.  n7  Jer.  5162.  —  isa’x]  is  entirely  unknown.  The 
versions  only  conjecture,  as  is  shown  by  Dr.,  and  no  suitable  emendation  has 
yet  been  suggested,  cf.  also  Lag.  Mittheilungen,  I.  p.  213  ff. 

20.  On  David’s  return  to  his  house,  his  wife  Michal  greets  him 
with  the  sarcastic  exclamation  :  How  glorious  was  the  king  of 
Israel  as  he  exposed  himself  to-day  to  the  eyes  of  his  servants' 
maids  !  The  comparison  which  follows  indicates  that  it  was  inde¬ 
cent  exposure  which  moved  her  wrath.  —  21,  22.  The  retort  re¬ 
minds  her  of  the  fallen  fortunes  of  her  family  :  Before  Yahweh  I 
was  dancing ;  Blessed  be  Yahweh  who  chose  me  above  thy  father 
and  above  all  his  house  !  The  change  in  the  text  will  be  defended 
below.  The  words  to  command  me  as  prince  over  the  people  of 
Yahweh  seem  intended  to  point  the  contrast  between  Abigail’s 
appreciation  and  Michal’s  contempt.  The  last  clause  of  v.21  be- 
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longs  with  the  following  verse  :  And  I  will  sport  before  Yahweh, 
and  will  be  yet  more  lightly  esteemed  than  this,  and  will  be  lowly  in 
thine  eyes.  But  of  the  maids  of  whom  thou  hast  spoken  I  shall 
surely  be  held  in  honour ]  the  king  trusts  the  sense  of  the  common 
people  to  understand  his  religious  zeal.  As  for  Michal’s  opinion 
he  does  not  value  it.  —  23.  The  natural  understanding  is  that 
the  estrangement  was  the  reason  for  Michal’s  childlessness  —  not 
that  she  was  stricken  with  barrenness  by  Yahweh,  as  some  have 
supposed. 

20.  I'-OJ?  nincx]  would  be  the  lowest  maidservants,  cf.  the  phrase  a  servant 
of  servants.  —  mStj  mSjriD]  two  forms  of  the  infinite  construct.  Probably  one 
is  an  erroneous  insertion;  else  conflation  of  two  readings  has  taken  place. — 
O'pin]  is  used  of  wild  and  reckless  men  from  whom,  of  course,  decency  can¬ 
not  be  expected.  ©  seems  to  have  read  mipm,  but  we  have  no  evidence  of 
a  class  of  dancers  in  Israel  who  could  give  point  to  such  a  comparison.  — 
21.  mm  U31?]  needs  to  be  completed  by  an  affirmation  of  some  kind,  which 
we  find  in  <3  which  reads  :  opxri<ro/j.ai  ■  €v\oyT}Tbs  K vpios.  If  this  were  original 
we  see  how  the  scribe  omitted  the  words,  his  eye  falling  upon  the  second  mm 
instead  of  the  first.  It  seems  probable  therefore  that  we  should  restore  the 
whole,  reading  mm  -|ro  nptD  ’tux  mm  ueS.  The  participle  ipm  seems  the 
most  natural  form.  —  Yen  tin  nix1?]  cf.  1  S.  2530.  —  22.  enSpn]  @  reads  tS-ui 
which  is  perhaps  original.  —  read  with  (S  “pj,V3,  f°r  this  alone  gives  the 

appropriate  sense.  —  23.  That  Michal  was  stricken  with  barrenness  by  God  is 
said  by  Schmid  to  be  communis  sententia.  But  there  is  in  the  text  no  indica¬ 
tion  of  a  divine  judgment.  —  iS']  the  Orientals  read  iSi. 

VII.  1-29.  The  promise.  —  David  is  exercised  by  the  thought 
that  Yahweh  has  only  a  tent,  while  the  king  himself  dwells  in  a 
house.  He  lays  this  before  Nathan  with  the  evident  purpose  of 
building  a  temple,  if  the  prophet  should  approve.  The  latter  at 
first  consents  but  afterwards  is  directed  to  veto  the  plan.  Rut  the 
message  is  accompanied  with  a  promise  on  God’s  part  to  build 
David  a  house,  that  is,  to  establish  his  dynasty  forever.  The 
conclusion  of  the  account  gives  David’s  prayer  of  gratitude,  which 
becomes  a  prayer  of  intercession  for  Israel. 

The  chapter  bears  marks  of  a  comparatively  late  date.  It  shows 
what  we  know  as  the  Messianic  expectation,  which  pictured  the 
perpetual  rule  of  the  house  of  David.  But  this  expectation  was 
not  fully  formulated  until  the  time  of  the  Exile,  when  the  loss  of 
their  dynasty  made  the  pious  Israelites  value  it  the  more.  Various 
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expressions  in  the  text  show  at  least  Deuteronomistic  influence,  so 
that  we  are  warranted  in  making  the  chapter  a  part  of  the  Exilic 
redaction. 

VII.  Cornill  ( Einl 3.  p.  104)  contents  himself  with  the  seventh  century  as 
the  date  of  the  chapter,  and  this  is  also  Budde’s  idea.  The  former  says  :  “  The 
destruction  of  the  people  and  its  dynasty  seems  to  lie  outside  the  horizon.” 
But  it  is  a  question  whether  the  Exile  was  ever  regarded  by  believing  Israelites 
as  a  destruction  either  of  people  or  dynasty.  An  unequivocal  allusion  to  the 
capture  of  the  city  is  indeed  not  found.  But  some  expressions  seem  at  least 
to  hint  at  it. 

1,2.  When  David  had  taken  possession  of  his  house~\  apparently 
the  new  one  built  by  the  Phoenicians  :  Yahweh  moreover  had 
given  him  rest  round  about  from  all  his  enemies ]  the  circumstan¬ 
tial  clause  indicates  that  this  author  did  not  dwell  much  upon  the 
successive  wars  which  filled  the  greater  part  of  David’s  reign. 
The  verse  is  continued  immediately  by  the  following,  and  is 
incomplete  without  it  —  then  David  said  to  Nathan ]  the  court 
prophet  who  appears  several  times  in  the  history.  —  I  dwell  in  a 
house  of  cedar  while  the  Ark  of  God  dwells  in  a  curtain ]  the 
statement  of  the  fact  which  the  king  finds  unbecoming,  is  enough 
to  indicate  the  purpose  he  has  formed.  —  3.  The  prophet  encour¬ 
ages  David  to  do  as  he  has  planned.  —  4.  This  was  however  not 
the  mind  of  God  :  it  came  to  pass  the  same  night  that  the  word  of 
Yahweh  came  to  Nathan ]  the  revelation  coming  in  the  night  is 
probably  to  be  understood  as  a  dream.  —  5.  The  question  :  Shalt 
thou  build  me  a  house  to  dwell  in .?]  is  equivalent  to  a  negative. 
It  is  so  reproduced  by  Chr.  - — -  6.  The  reason  is  that  such  a 
procedure  would  be  contrary  to  precedent.  Yahweh  had  never 
dwelt  in  a  house  :  but  I  have  sojourned  in  a  tent  and  in  a  taber¬ 
nacle^ |  the  Mosaic  Tabernacle  is  not  necessarily  intended.  —  7.  No 
command  had  ever  been  given  for  the  building  of  a  house  nor  had 
one  of  the  Judges  of  Israel  been  reproached  for  not  building  it. 

1.  V3'N-I?3D  3'JDD  iS-nun]  Dt.  I210  2519  Jos.  231.  The  Chronicler  omits 
the  second  half  of  the  verse,  possibly  because  he  wishes  to  locate  the  promise 
in  the  early  part  of  David’s  reign.  He  also  changes  into  assn  -ycxo 

with  the  intention  of  making  this  the  immediate  sequel  of  the  bringing  up  of 
the  Ark.  —  2.  jnj]  doubtless  a  shortened  form  of  nunj  or  S.xunj,  cf.  also 
iSo-jn:  2  K.  2311.  — 4.  nr,'~un  'rm]  1  S.  1510;  the  phrase  is  frequent  in 
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Jeremiah  and  Ezekiel.  —  5.  nnxn]  nnx  .s'S  Chr.  The  former  is  probably  origi¬ 
nal  because  the  change  from  it  to  the  other  reading  is  more  probable  than  the 
reverse.  —  6.  Snto]  S  renders  only  prou.  Chr.  has  *?nx  Sx  Sind 

p»DDl  which  should  evidently  be  completed  by  adding  pU’D  bs.  On  the 
whole,  it  seems  better  to  retain  the  text,  as  it  might  be  expanded  into  the 
reading  of  Chr.,  while  the  reverse  process  is  hardly  likely,  pirn  is  used  of 
the  tent  of  Korah,  Num.  1624,  and  of  the  dwellings  of  the  Bedawin,  Ezek.  254.  — 
7.  ’mtn  -Din]  seems  more  vigorous  if  we  point  linn  — have  I  at  all  spoken  ? 
It  is  so  rendered  by  ©. — -'tus*]  is  to  be  corrected  to  '33'r  Chr.,  for  it  was  the 
Judges  who  had  been  commanded  to  shepherd  Israel,  cf.  v.11. 

8-16.  The  prophet  is  sent  with  a  message  of  promise  to  David, 
prefaced  by  a  recital  of  the  benefits  heretofore  conferred  upon 
him.  The  oracle  shows  traces  of  the  rhythmical  structure  so  fre¬ 
quent  in  prophetic  composition,  though  it  cannot  be  made  strictly 
metrical  without  emending  the  text  in  many  places.  —  8,  9.  First 
the  rehearsal  of  Yahweh’s  benefits  : 

Tints  saith  Yahweh  Sebaoth 
I  took  thee  from  the  pasture 
To  be  chief  over  my  people  ; 

And  I  was  with  thee  wherever  thou  didst  go 
To  destroy  thine  enemies  before  thee. 

The  remainder  of  the  verse  does  not  fit  well  in  the  context.  As 
it  stands,  it  begins  the  promise  :  And  I  will  make  thee  a  name,  like 
the  name  of  the  great  in  the  earth.  But  it  seems  more  logical  to 
begin  the  promise  with  the  next  verse.  — 10.  The  verbs  must  refer 
to  the  future  : 

And  I  will  give  a  place  to  my  people  Israel, 

And  will  plant  them  and  they  shall  dwell  in  their  place  ; 

And  they  shall  no  more  be  disquieted 
And  violent  men  shall  no  more  oppress  them. 

So  far,  we  come  out  fairly  well  with  the  metre.  But  the  two  clauses 
now  added  :  As  in  former  times,  from  the  day  when  I  set  judges 
over  my  people  Israel,  cannot  be  forced  into  a  couplet.  It  does 
not  seem  violent  to  suppose  them  an  addition  to  the  original  text. 
The  author  of  the  verse  ignores  the  fact  that  David  had  already 
been  given  rest  from  his  enemies,  and  we  must  suppose  that  in  his 
time  the  national  existence  was  again  threatened.  According  to 
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the  received  text,  the  promise  to  David  now  begins.  But  it  is 
difficult  to  make  sense  of  the  present  wording:  And  I  will  give 
thee  rest  from  all  thine  enemies,  and  Yahweh  will  make  known  to 
thee  that  Yahweh  will  make  thee  a  house.  The  objections  to  this 
are  obvious.  The  change  of  person  is  without  motive  ;  the  repe¬ 
tition  of  the  name  Yahweh  is  superfluous ;  it  is  to  tell  this  very 
thing  that  the  prophet  has  come.  What  we  expect  is  something 
like  this  :  And  now  thus  saith  Yahweh :  Thou  shalt  not  build  me 
a  house,  but  1  will  build  thee  a  house.  For  this  is  the  point  of  the 
whole  message.  For  various  attempts  to  improve  the  text,  see 
the  critical  note.  — 12.  The  metre  changes  and  the  flow  of  the 
words  is  better : 

A  nd  it  shall  be  when  thy  days  are  filled  out , 

And  thou  shalt  lie  down  with  thy  fathers , 

That  I  will  raise  up  thy  seed  after  thee , 

Which  shall  come  forth  of  thy  body , 

And  I  will  establish  his  kingdom. 

This  explains  the  sense  in  which  Yahweh  is  to  build  a  house  for 
David.  The  filling  out  of  one’s  appointed  days  is  parallel  to  Gen. 
2921.  One’s  children  come  forth  from  his  bowels,  an  expression 
which  is  softened  by  Chr.,  but  which  occurs  Gen.  154.  — 13.  The 
verse  alludes  to  David’s  desire  to  build  a  temple,  and  promises 
that  Solomon  shall  fulfil  that  desire.  But  as  David’s  seed  in  the 
preceding  verse  means  his  whole  dynasty,  and  as  the  dynasty  is 
also  the  subject  of  what  follows,  this  verse  distinctly  breaks  the 
connexion  and  must  be  regarded  as  an  interpolation.  — 14.  This 
continues  the  main  thought : 

/  will  be  to  him  a  father, 

And  he  shall  be  to  me  a  son  ; 

When  he  goes  astray 
I  will  correct  him  with  the  rod  of  men, 

And  with  stripes  of  the  sons  of  Adam. 

The  opening  words  are  applied  to  Solomon  1  Chr.  2210  28°.  But 
the  idea  is  adopted  in  many  Messianic  passages,  as  Ps.  2,  to 
express  the  relation  existing  between  Yahweh  and  the  Messiah. 
The  rod  of  men  is  such  as  men  use  for  each  other  —  not  such  as 
the  divine  anger  would  naturally  choose,  for  that  would  annihilate 
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the  object  of  the  chastisement.  — 15.  The  verse  gives  renewed 
assurances : 

And  my  kindness  will  I  not  turn  from  him, 

As  I  turned  it  from  him  who  was  before  thee. 

Our  text  inserts  the  name  of  Saul,  but  this  is  an  interpolation. — 
16.  The  promise  is  for  all  time  to  come  : 

Thy  house  and  thy  kingdom  shall  stand  firm, 

Forever  in  my  sight, 

Thy  throne  shall  be  established  forever. 

Cf.  i  S.  2Sj  25=s  i  K.  2r°.  — 17.  Up  to  this  point  we  have  heard 
the  commission  which  Nathan  received.  The  present  verse  simply 
adds  that  he  carried  it  out. 

A  study  of  this  passage  in  its  relation  to  the  general  subject 
of  Messianic  prophecy  is  given  by  Prof.  Briggs  in  his  Messianic 
Prophecy  ( 1 886) ,  p.  126  ff. 

8.  jNxn  inND  mjrpjDj  has  simply  hi  rijs  fj.dvSpas  t S>v  npoBdrcov.  For 
inxD  some  MSS.  have  nriND. —  S>ne’'''?y]  we  should  probably  omit  Sr  with 
some  MSS.,  S3L.  —  9.  'Wjn]  does  not  fit  in  the  context,  as  it  is  in  the  wrong 
tense.  It  might  be  allowed  however  to  read  the  preceding  verb  as  the  mood 
of  purpose,  pointing  nmmtto  and  translating:  And  I  was  with  thee  in  order 
to  cut  off  thine  enemies,  and  then  to  make  this  continue  that  construction  — 
and  in  order  to  make  thee  a  name.  But  parallels  are  not  frequent,  and  it 
seems  simpler  to  suppose  an  expansion  of  the  original  text.  —  Sru]  should  be 
stricken  out  with  Chr.  t1B.  —  10.  SsntP'1?]  read  Snii£”  with  some  MSS.,  — 
nSir_U2]  cf.  334.  —  11.  jaSl]  read  pS  with  (SB.  For  qS  Ew.  proposes  V?,  and 
to  correspond  makes  q'3'N  into  va'N  ( GVIS .  III.  p.  179,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  132). 
This  is  accepted  by  We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  and  is  necessary  if  the  clause  belongs  with 
what  precedes.  But  in  the  evident  corruption  of  the  rest  of  the  verse,  this  is 
not  certain.  —  mm  q1?  mum]  is  difficult.  It  can  be  understood  only  in  the 
sense :  and  Yahiveh  will  tell  thee.  But  the  prophet  is  sent  for  the  purpose 
of  telling  him  now  and  the  future  is  out  of  place.  Chr.  reads  qS  "UNI,  which 
<5  saw  to  be  qSmN',  and  I  will  magnify  thee.  This  goes  well  enough  with 
what  precedes,  but  the  transition  to  what  follows  is  awkward.  What  we 
expect  is  an  explicit  introduction  of  the  promise  on  the  part  of  the  prophet,  a 
phrase  like  and  now,  thus  saith  Yahweh.  The  most  plausible  reading  yet  sug¬ 
gested  seems  to  be  Bu.’s  qS  mJD  mm  with  omission  of  mm.  Even  thus  the  hurt 
seems  only  slightly  healed,  mm  at  the  end  of  the  verse  is  corrupted  from  mm 
at  the  opening  of  the  next  verse.  —  12.  mm  should  introduce  the  verse  as  in 
Chr.  and  <3.  —  inSe']  inSe  Chr.  is  equally  good,  and  perhaps  more  likely  to  be 
changed  into  our  reading  than  the  reverse.  — 13.  The  verse  is  regarded  as  a 
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later  insertion  by  We.  ( Comp .  p.  257)  and  Bu. —  iroSon  ndd]  Chr.  and  <3 
have  iNDo.  —  14.  The  latter  half  of  the  verse  is  omitted  by  Chr.,  who  probably 
applied  it  to  the  Messiah  and  would  not  admit  that  he  could  go  astray. — 
15.  tiD']  should  be  ton  according  to  Chr.,  (§&1L . —  'rn'Dn  biNir  o> a 
Chr.  has  simply  1’jd1?  n'n  dcnd  and  as  we  can  think  of  no  reason  why 
he  should  hesitate  to  mention  Saul  in  thi3  connexion,  we  must  suppose  he 
shows  the  text  of  the  passage  as  he  read  it,  and  that  the  present  reading  is 
due  to  scribal  expansion;  @  moreover  found  12’xa  although  it  has  ’m'Dn, 
Three  stages  of  the  text  are  therefore  represented  in  Chr.,  (§,  i§.  — 16.  “[roScci] 
is  supposed  by  Prof.  Briggs  to  be  an  interpolation. — 3'JdS]  cannot  be  right, 
and  should  be  changed  to  ueS  with  ©<£  —  Chr.  changes  the  wording  of  the 
whole  verse.  —  ikdd]  the  conjunction  is  prefixed  by  SIL  and  also  by  ©,  which 
however  reads  his  throne  as  it  does  his  house  and  his  kingdom.  — 17.  P'tn] 
prn  is  preferred  by  Chr. 

18.  David’s  gratitude  is  shown  by  his  appearing  in  the  imme¬ 
diate  presence  of  Yahweh.  Sitting  is  not  the  usual  attitude  of 
prayer  in  the  Old  Testament,  and  has  caused  the  commentators 
some  perplexity.  But  that  the  oriental  mind  does  not  see  anything 
inappropriate  in  it  is  proved  by  the  Mohammedan  ritual  where  it 
is  one  of  several  postures,  as  it  is  in  the  worship  of  some  orders  of 
dervishes,  and  in  that  of  the  Copts.  The  prayer  begins  with  an 
implied  confession  of  unworthiness  :  What  am  I,  and  what  is  my 
house,  that  thou  hast  brought  me  thus  far? — 19.  So  far  as  the 
verse  is  intelligible,  it  says  :  And  this  was  little  in  thine  eyes,  my 
Lord  Yahweh,  and  thou  hast  [now]  spoken  concerning  thy  servant 
for  distant  times.  The  remaining  clause  which  reads  :  And  this 
is  the  instruction  of  man,  O  Lord  Yahweh,  gives  no  adequate  sense 
in  the  present  connexion.  It  cannot  mean  :  and  this  is  the  man¬ 
ner  of  man,  or :  and  is  this  the  manner  of  man  ?  Conjectural 
emendation  has  got  no  farther  than  to  show  that  the  original  may 
have  read  and  hast  shown  me  the  form  .  .  .  .  —  20.  And  what 
shall  David  say  more  to  thee,  seeing  that  thou  knowest  thy  sei-vant, 
O  Lord  Yahweh  ?  The  heart  of  the  worshipper  is  known  to  God 
without  much  speaking.  —  21.  To  glorify  thy  servant  hast  thou 
promised,  and  according  to  thy  heart  hast  thou  done,  in  showing 
thy  servant  all  this  greatness ]  this  translation  is  based  on  a  recon¬ 
structed  text.  —  22.  The  author  glides  into  general  expressions  of 
praise,  not  especially  appropriate  to  David’s  situation.  —  Therefore 
thou  art  great']  the  logical  conclusion  from  Yahweh’s  dealings  with 
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his  people.  —  23.  The  confused  sentence  seems  originally  to  have 
read  :  And  who  is  like  thy  people  Israel;  [«•  there ]  another  people 
in  the  earth  which  a  god  went  to  redeem  for  himself  as  a  people,  to 
make  Jiimself  a  name,  and  to  do  for  them  great  and  terrible  things, 
in  driving  out  a  people  and  its  gods  before  his  people  ?  As  remarked 
by  Geiger  *  on  whom  later  scholars  depend,  the  scribes  found  even 
the  supposition  that  another  god  could  do  what  Yahweh  had  done, 
offensive  or  unthinkable,  and  so  endeavoured  to  make  the  whole 
refer  to  Israel;  hence  the  confusion.  —  24.  A  contrast  between 
Yahweh  and  the  false  gods  who  had  not  elected  a  people  :  But 
thou  didst  establish  thy  people  Israel  as  a  people  for  thyself  forever] 
the  well-known  covenant  relation.  —  25.  Prayer  that  Yahweh 
would  carry  out  the  word  spoken  to  David.  —  26.  That  thy  name 
may  be  great  forever]  that  Yahweh  acts  for  his  name’s  sake  is  a 
frequent  thought  in  the  later  books  of  the  canon.  —  In  that  men 
say :  Yahweh  Sebaoth  is  God  over  Israel]  seems  to  be  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  next  clause,  which  however  may  be  scribal  expansion. 
—  27.  Because  of  the  revelation  made  to  him,  David  has  found 
courage  to  pray  this  prayer.  —  28,  29.  The  theme  is  repeated  in 
slightly  varying  language,  an  indication  of  how  much  the  heart  of 
the  author  was  concerned  for  the  house  of  David.  —  Thou  art  God 
and  thy  words  are  faithfulness]  the  abstract  noun  for  the  adjective. 

18.  23»u]  the  unusual  attitude  has  occasioned  prolix  discussion  on  the  part 
of  the  commentators,  as  may  be  seen  in  Schm.  p.  350  f.  —  iri'3  in]  cf.  1  S. 
1818  1  Chr.  2914.  — 19.  pmnS]  is  used  of  distant  times  in  the  past  2  K.  1925, 
here  of  distant  times  in  the  future.  —  aiNn  min  nttn]  the  sentence  seems  to 
have  been  unintelligible  to  the  Chronicler,  who  replaces  it  with  nina  un'Mii 
mjran  mto,  which  however  is  equally  obscure.  The  versions  seem  to  have 
no  other  text  unless  (turn)  reads  nxm  for  nun.  The  mystery  of  the  incar¬ 
nation  was  found  here  by  Luther :  this  is  the  manner  of  the  man  who  is  God 
the  Lord,  a  rendering  which  is  defended  by  Calov,  but  rejected  by  the  sound 
sense  of  Schm.  The  latter  scholar  however  does  not  succeed  in  his  own  ren¬ 
dering,  nor  can  the  paraphrase  of  Grotius :  familiariter  inecum  agis  quomodo 
homines  hominibus  agere  solent  be  justified  by  Hebrew  usage.  On  the  basis 
of  the  reading  in  Chr.,  Ewald  ( GVI 3.  III.  p.  180,  E.  Trans.  III.  p.  132)  con¬ 
jectures  the  text  to  have  been  nhynh  dish  nina  untnni,  and  hast  made  me  look 
upon  the  ranks  of  men  onwards.  But  nin  in  this  meaning  is  not  found  else¬ 
where,  and  the  author  could  hardly  have  expressed  this  sense  in  wording  so 


*  Urschrift  und  Uebersetzungen,  p.  288. 
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obscure.  We.  gets  substantially  the  same  meaning  by  restoring  nm  Utnm 
mxn,  and  hast  shown  me  generations  of  men.  But  it  was  not  the  generations 
of  men  that  interested  David  so  much  as  the  generations  of  his  descendants, 
and  this  he  would  have  brought  out  distinctly.  Bu.  adopts  We.’s  conjecture, 
adding  □  'ifr  of  his  own  motion  (suggested  by  n^jrnn  Chr.).  Oettli  in  his  com¬ 
mentary  on  Chr.  suggests  din  mint)  unwri,  und  siehst  mich  an  so  giitig  a/s 
wares t  du  meinesgleichen.  But  would  this  Hebrew  sentence  express  this 
meaning  ?  I  suspect  that  the  corruption  is  beyond  cure,  but  that  \jtnm  is  a 
part  of  the  original  and  that  it  was  followed  by  nxr,  possibly  with  the  suffix; 
and  hast  shown  me  thy  beauty  Lord  Yahweh  would  be  appropriate  in  the  con¬ 
text,  and  DIN  maybe  erroneous  duplication  of  the  following  uix. —  21.  id;-d 
-pDi]  -pa;)  laya  Chr. :  5i a  rbv  SoS \6v  aov  ©B.  The  originality  of  q-ny  seems 
established,  and  Nestle  ( Marginalien ,  p.  16)  restores  mat  ■pay  taa^  follow¬ 
ing  an  indication  given  by  Chr.  in  the  verse  preceding.  —  nSrun]  as  shown  by 
Dr.,  the  word  does  not  fit  in  the  present  position,  and  I  have  adopted  his  trans¬ 
position  (from  Reifmann).  —  22.  nbu  p“Sy]  eveicev  rov  ptyaKiid-pvai  at  ©B 
joined  with  the  preceding  verse.  The  reading  of  ©L  is  at  least  equally  good. 
—  D'nSx  mm]  Kvpce,  Kvpd  pov  ©  points  to  mm  'JIN  which  we  find  elsewhere 
in  this  chapter.  — 23.  Snip'd]  Chr.  ©.  The  a  comes  from  the  end  of 

the  preceding  words,  ZA  TW.  VI.  p.  212.  —  tnx]  %Xko  ©  evidently  ins.  For 
pVrt  Chr.  has  qbn  confirmed  by  the  following  lS  and  also  by  ©B.  @L  on  the 
other  hand  has  carried  through  an  emendation  reading  naha  and  q1-1. — DjJb] 
ay  Chr.  ©  and  —  Die'1?)]  dp’1?  Chr.  ©.  —  i1?]  qb  Chr.  and  ©.  —  Dab  nut’jni] 
omitted  by  Chr.  —  DaS]  pnb  ®  with  which  agrees  %,  whereas  £  renders  P. 
For  nbrun  read  mb-u  with  Chr. — qsaxb]  c-uS  Chr.  and  ©.  —  qcjt]  although 
the  authorities  agree,  must  be  changed  to  lay.  The  next  clause  is  contained 
in  the  versions,  but  seems  to  be  an  insertion,  in  the  line  of  the  other  changes 
made.  Still  it  is  possible  that  the  original  author  at  the  end  of  his  long  sentence 
resumed  the  direct  address.  —  rnbxi]  is  omitted  by  the  Chronicler,  to  whom 
the  false  gods  were  naught.  The  extent  of  the  change  made  in  the  verse  is 
shown  by  the  number  of  variants  just  given.  The  original  text  as  we  pick  it 
out  of  this  material  was :  lS'nncS  dti?n  qbn  iti’N  pito  inx  m  bN'itm  qcyD  'ci 
nnbxi  m  iny  udd  tr-uS  mxmn  mSu  on1?  mepSi  DC’  i1?  did’1?  djiS. —  24.  qS  ppm] 
pm  Chr.  —  25.  ntfjn]  ©B  seems  to  have  read  nnyi,  joining  the  clause  to  the 
following  verse.  —  26.  ©B  omits  from  IDnS.  It  looks  as  if  the  verse  had  been 
expanded,  for  the  first  half  is  optative  while  pDJ  mm  of  the  last  clause  can 
hardly  be  so  understood.  Is  not  this  a  case  where  the  Chronicler  made  an 
insertion  which  afterwards  affected  the  text  of  Samuel  ?  —  27.  nnx_p]  is  lack¬ 
ing  in  ©B.  —  lDm.iN]  is  absent  from  Chr.  The  phrase  3*?-,nN  xxs  seems  to 
occur  nowhere  else.  —  29.  qiDi  Sxid]  with  coordination  of  the  verbs,  instead 
of  subordination  of  the  second,  the  construction  found  in  I  S.  1222  and  in  the 
parallel  to  the  present  passage,  I  Chr.  1 7 21 .  Cf.  Davidson,  Syntax,  83. 

VIII.  1-18.  David’s  wars.  —  David  conquers  in  succession  the 
Philistines,  Moab,  Zobah,  Damascus,  and  Edom.  The  brief 
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account  of  these  wars  is  supplemented  by  a  list  of  his  officials. 
The  chapter  is  apparently  from  a  document  other  than  the  one 
which  gives  us  Ch.  io,  for  the  wars  here  enumerated  are,  in  part 
at  least,  the  same  recounted  there.  The  tone  of  the  whole  chap¬ 
ter  is  the  tone  of  a  summary  —  the  author  would  give  us  a  brief 
sketch  of  David’s  wars  and  pass  on  to  something  more  important. 

1.  David  smote  the  Philistines  and  subdued  them~]  Dt.  <f  Jd.  423, 
cf.  Jd.  330.  The  author  adds  that  he  took  something  from  the 
hand  of  the  Philistines,  but  what  he  took  cannot  now  be  made  out 
with  certainty.  —  2.  And  he  smote  Moab  and  measured  them  off 
with  a  line  making  them  lie  down  upon  the  earthi]  two-thirds  (of 
the  males  we  may  suppose)  were  thus  put  to  death.  The  question 
as  to  the  cruelty  of  this  proceeding  seems  to  be  raised  unneces¬ 
sarily,  when  we  consider  how  frequently  the  whole  population  was 
‘  devoted  ’  in  war.  The  Chronicler  however  seems  to  have  had 
some  compunctions  in  this  case,  for  he  leaves  out  the  notice.  The 
tribute  afterwards  exacted  is  disguised  under  the  name  of  a  pres¬ 
ent,  as  so  often  in  oriental  governments.  As  in  the  time  of  Mesha, 
it  probably  consisted  of  sheep  and  wool,  2  K.  34.  This  writer 
seems  to  have  no  knowledge  of  David’s  obligation  to  Moab,  as 
indicated  in  1  S.  22s.  —  3.  The  next  conquest  was  that  of  Hada- 
dezer  son  of  Rehob,  king  of  ZobaK\  a  small  Aramaean  kingdom  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  Damascus,  cf.  1  S.  1447  1  K.  n23.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  2  S.  io6  the  provocation  was  given  by  Hadadezer’s  aiding 
the  Ammonites  against  David.  —  When  he  went  to  lay  his  hand 
upon  the  River ]  the  phrase  to  lay  hand  upon  recurs  Ezek.  3812.  The 
River  is,  here  as  elsewhere,  the  Euphrates.  Whether  David  or 
Hadadezer  is  the  subject  is  not  clear,  but  probably  David.  The 
fact  that  David  never  actually  possessed  so  much  territory  does 
not  prove  that  this  author  did  not  believe  him  to  have  possessed 
it.  —  4.  The  original  seems  to  have  said  that  David  captured  a 
thousand  chariots  and  slew  twenty  thousand  footmen.  As  chariots 
were  of  no  use  in  the  hill  country  of  Palestine,  he  hamstrung  the 
chariot  horses,  leaving  only  a  hundred ]  for  purposes  of  state  we 
may  suppose.  —  5.  Syria  of  Damascus  for  the  Syrians  of  Damas¬ 
cus.  The  country  north  of  Palestine  seems  to  have  been  cut  up 
into  a  number  of  petty  kingdoms.  Damascus,  a  well-known  city 
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of  great  antiquity,  was  always  an  important  place.  The  aid  of  the 
Damascenes  is  given  to  Zobah  because  they  are  threatened  with  a 
common  danger.  —  6.  David  reduced  them  to  the  position  of 
tributaries,  putting  garrisons  in  their  country.  —  7.  David  took 
the  golden  shields ]  the  meaning  is  not  altogether  certain,  which 
were  on  the  officers  of  Hadadezef\  an  addition  to  the  verse  in  (© 
identifies  them  with  those  carried  off  by  Shishak  i  K.  1426. — 
8.  And  from  Tibhath  and  from  Berothai ]  places  not  certainly 
known  to  us,  David  took  much  bronze~\  copper  mines  seem  to  have 
been  worked  in  the  region  of  Lebanon.  #  and  Chr.  add  that  this 
bronze  was  used  by  Solomon  for  the  vessels  of  the  Temple  —  an 
addition  to  be  judged  like  that  to  v.7. 

1.  ncxn  jr.CTx]  the  bridle  of  the  cubit  is  obscure.  From  its  being  taken 
from  the  hands  of  the  Philistines  we  infer  that  it  was  some  tangible  posses¬ 
sion,  probably  a  piece  of  territory,  mri.ni  m  rx  Chr.  would  therefore  be  en¬ 
tirely  in  place.  The  reason  for  suspecting  it,  is  the  difficulty  in  supposing  so 
easy  a  phrase  corrupted  into  the  reading  of  The  versions  give  no  help: 
tt)v  a<pa>pi<Tfxiwi)v  ©,  possibly  reading  entcri  or  Vnjn;  rbv  xaXlv^v  'roil  bSpayu- 
■ylou  Aq.  points  to  the  text  we  have  :  t$v  l^ovaiav  t ov  <pipov  Sym.  is  the  origi¬ 
nal  of  frenum  tributi  (?Dcn  jno)  3L:  xncx  ppn  VL  represents  the  tradition 
known  to  Aq. :  xdj  nm  seems  to  be  a  proper  name.  The  expositors  have 
generally  felt  it  necessary  to  find  an  equivalent  for  Gath  and  its  dependent 
towns  given  us  by  Chr.  They  have  done  this  by  making  riDK  equivalent  to  cx 
as  sometimes  used  in  Hebrew  for  a  city  ( metropolis ).  The  Bridle  of  the 
Metropolis  would  then  conceivably  have  been  the  citadel  which  commanded 
the  town  and  so  commanded  the  district.  But  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  so 
figurative  a  phrase  should  be  used  in  a  prose  passage.  On  the  other  hand, 
from  the  fact  of  the  bridle  or  rein  denoting  power  (as  the  leading  string  some¬ 
times  in  English)  some  have  concluded  that  David  is  here  represented  as  tak¬ 
ing  the  suzerainty  from  the  hand  of  the  Philistines,  either  that  he  assumed  the 
supreme  power  over  them  or  else  that  he  threw  off  their  yoke.  Why  this  again 
should  be  so  obscurely  expressed,  it  is  impossible  to  see.  The  older  com¬ 
mentators  are  excerpted  by  Pole.  Among  the  recent  scholars  Ewald  (CF/3. 
p.  202,  E.  Trans.  III.  p.  148)  decides  for  the  Philistine  sovereignty  over  Israel, 
which  David  wrested  from  them.  Keil  supposes  the  metropolis  to  be  meant, 
so  that  the  phrase  is  equivalent  to  Gath,  whose  king  he  supposes  to  be  over- 
lord  of  the  Philistines,*  and  in  this  he  is  followed  by  Erdm.  whose  American 
editor  however  leaves  the  meaning  undecided.  Th.  conjectures  the  border  ; 
We.  retains  the  text,  which  he  supposes  to  mean  the  authority  over  the 


*  Isaaki  discovered  that  the  only  one  of  the  Philistine  cities  which  had  a  king 
was  Gath, 
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metropolis,  in  which  he  is  followed  by  Dr.,  while  Bu.  leaves  a  blank  in  his 
text.  —  2.  btiro]  is  put  in  the  plural  by  ©B.  — 222’n]  on  the  use  of  the  ad¬ 
verbial  infinitive  cf.  Davidson,  Syntax,  87.  —  Sann  nSdi]  the  contents  of  one 
line  :  ©  gives  the  proportion  two  and  two,  and  IL  gives  it  one  and  one.  — 
3.  *ujmn]  Chr.  has  ujnnn  and  ©  'AS paafrp.  Some  MSS.  have  the  same  form 
in  this  chapter.  The  name  is  evidently  similar  to  uj'Sx,  UjntiN,  and  and 
the  first  element  is  the  name  of  the  god  Hadad.  That  it  is  Hadad  and  not 
Hadar  seems  evident  from  the  names  Benhadad  1  K.  1518,  and  Hadadrimmon 
Zech.  1211,  as  well  as  from  the  Aramaic  and  Assyrian  parallels.  Cf.  BDB. 
and  reff.,  especially  Baethgen,  Beitrage  zur  Semit.  Religionsgeschichte,  p.  67  ff ., 
also  Schrader  COT.  p.  190  f.  The  god  Hadad  ( Addu )  is  met  in  the  Tell-el- 
Amarna  Tablets  (Winckler,  14914  1507),  in  Arabia  (We,  Skizzcn,  III.  p.  51), 
and  apparently  in  Edom,  Gen.  36s6.  —  2m]  ©  'Padfi  (' Padtp )  reminds  us  of 
Rahab,  Jos.  21  and  T2m,  1  Chr.  2317.  —  ri2ii]  known  as  Subit  to  the  Ass)rri- 
ans  according  to  Meyer,  Gesch.  d.  Alter turns,  p.  347,  and  Schrader,  COT.  I. 
p.  1 71.  The  Chronicler  is  probably  mistaken  in  locating  the  battle  at  Hamath 
which  is  too  far  north.  —  it  2'im1?]  is  objected  to  by  Th.,  Dr.,  as  meaning 
necessarily  to  bring  back  the  hand  where  it  had  once  been.  But  the  pas¬ 
sage  in  Ezekiel  (3812)  seems  to  show  that  it  may  denote  simply  extending 
one’s  power,  for  Gog,  who  is  there  addressed,  had  not  yet  possessed  the  coun¬ 
tries  which  he  was  expecting  to  plunder.  ©  imo-Trjaai  does  not  imply  that 
the  translators  read  2’Xn1?  with  Chr.,  cf.  Is.  i26  ©.  —  *inj2]  is  sufficiently  explicit 
without  the  addition  of  ms  ( Qre ,  Chr.  and  ©).— 4.  D'Cna  niND-)?2!2i  qSx] 
as  the  chariots  are  alluded  to  immediately  after,  it  is  probable  that  they  were 
mentioned  here.  Chr.  and  ©  agree  in  D'cnc  ovdSn  njnstn  221  the  first 
part  of  which  meets  the  requirements  of  the  case.  The  7000  horses  or  horse¬ 
men  are  out  of  proportion  to  the  chariots,  so  that  probably  the  text  is  corrupt. 
It  is  surprising  that  if  David  took  the  foot  soldiers  prisoners  we  should  not 
be  told  what  he  did  with  them,  which  is  another  reason  for  supposing  that  the 
original  text  is  lost.  177  as  in  Arabic:  he  cut  the  hock  tendon  of  an  animal 
thus  making  it  useless  for  riding.  —  22m]  must  here  mean  the  chariot  horses. 
—  5.  N2m]  the  country  is  thought  of  as  feminine.  — 6.  D'2i*j]  cf.  1  S.  133. — 
7.  'ttSil’]  xAfScSvas  ©  would  apparently  make  them  bracelets  or  armlets.  None 
of  the  passages  in  which  the  word  occurs  can  be  said  to  be  decisive,  but  the 
identification  in  ©  with  the  Q’jjd  of  1  K.  1426  would  favour  shields.  In  Ez.  2711 
the  same  wor'd  is  rendered  by  ©  quivers  which  Symmachus  has  in  the  present 
text,  whereas  Aquila  has  here  collars,  cf.  Field’s  note,  Hexap.  Origenis,  I. 
p.  ^8. —  read  ‘27.- — •□SiTc]  +  koX  zAa&ev  avra  ^ovoaKtlu  kt A.  nearly  all 
MSS.  of  ©  and  l.  The  addition  is  in  line  with  some  other  notes  which  have 
found  their  way  into  the  text  of  ©,  and  is  probably  not  original.- — -8.  n!22c] 
Chr.  nroso :  ©L  M arefraK  (of  which  ©B  M aoPdn  is  probably  a  corruption) 
seems  to  confirm  the  reading  of  Chr.  —  'm2Dl]  J12D1  Chr.:  cal  cktuv  eKAeKrav 
©  perhaps  reading  mrnm.  The  name  here  reminds  us  of  Beirut.  —  in d] 
+  '1J1  ddSip  ntPj?  n2  Chr.,  contained  also  substantially  in  ©  and  I.  The 

interest  of  the  Chronicler  in  all  things  that  pertain  to  the  Temple  accounts  for 
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his  insertion  of  the  sentence,  and  it  has  probably  come  from  Chronicles  into 
the  Greek  of  Samuel. 

9.  Tou,  king  of  HamatJi\  an  important  city  on  the  Orontes, 
probably  capital  of  the  Hittite  kingdom.  — 10.  Hadoram  his 
son ]  seems  to  be  the  more  probable  form  of  the  name.  The 
dignity  of  the  ambassador  shows  the  degree  of  honour  paid  by  the 
mission.  —  To  greet  David  and  to  congratulate  him ]  for  his  suc¬ 
cess,  for  Hadadezer  had  bee?i  an  enemy  of  Tou ]  probably  seeking 
to  establish  an  independent  kingdom  in  a  country  once  tributary 
to  Hamath.  The  ambassador  brought  an  appropriate  present  of 
jewels  and  objects  of  art.  — 11.  These  also  the  king  dedicated  to 
Yahweh ]  quite  in  accord  with  antique  custom.  — 12.  From 
Edom ]  is  probably  to  be  read.  The  other  countries  named  in 
the  verse  we  have  already  met. 

9.  'jtn]  with  Chr.  we  should  probably  read  iyn :  ©B  Qovov,  Thou  3L ;  but 
&ad  <§AIj.  — 10.  Dll']  in  which  the  first  element  might  be  the  name  of 
Yahweh.  Chr.  however  has  Dinn  and  ©  TeSSoupd!'  which  confirms  Chr.  to  a 
certain  extent,  for  ©B  has  '15 ovpaa/j.  in  Chr.  —  lyn  nranSc  tt”«]  cf.  incnSn  'ks 
Is.  4112  (Ezek.  2710  is  different).  — 11.  oj]  indicates  that  other  things  had 
been  spoken  of  as  dedicated,  which  is  not  the  case  in  our  narrative.  It  is  not 
unlikely  therefore  that  this  and  the  following  verse  are  a  late  insertion  (Bu.). 
— 12.  01ND]  D11ND  Chr.  and  ©S  besides  1 1  MSS.  of  J§.  As  Aram  is  covered 
by  the  last  clause  of  the  verse,  and  as  Edom  belongs  with  Moab  and  Ammon, 
we  should  correct  the  text  here  accordingly.  The  fact  that  the  conquest  of 
Edom  is  narrated  later,  is  only  another  evidence  that  these  verses  are  an  inser¬ 
tion  from  another  document. 

13.  The  verse  is  obscure,  and  as  the  Chronicler  makes  the  first 
part  of  it  refer  to  Abishai  instead  of  David,  we  cannot  be  sure 
what  he  read.  That  the  account  refers  to  Edom  seems  quite  cer¬ 
tain.  By  slight  emendation  we  may  get :  And  David  made  a 
name  on  returning,  in  that  he  smote  Edom,  in  the  Valley  of  Salt~\ 
the  location  is  brought  into  connexion  with  Edom  again  in  2  K. 
147  Ps.  602.  — 14.  The  treatment  of  Edom  was  the  same  as  that 
of  Aram.  The  remark  that  Yahweh  delivered  David  wherever  he 
went  is  evidently  intended  to  conclude  this  account  of  his  wars. 

13.  lniann  I3ii'2]  but  the  reputation  was  not  made  on  his  return  but  by  the 
smiting.  ©  connects  dip  in  with  what  precedes  and  then  goes  on :  /cal 
eV  Ttji  avaKa/xirreiv  avrbv  =  non  The  difficulty  in  supposing 

this  to  be  original  arises  from  the  simplicity  of  non  which  could  hardly  be  cor- 


VIII.  9-1 8 


309 


rripted  into  lninrin.  I  suspect  therefore  that  we  should  read  lmnna  ueo. 
Others  have  conjectured  that  a  clause  has  fallen  out  after  dtn.  Gratz  (  Gesch . 

I.  p.  255)  makes  a  conflate  text  from  this  and  the  Chronicler.  Th.  inserts 
cm  nx  -pi  which  is  adopted  by  Erdm.  and  Keil,  cf.  also  Kohler  ( Gesch.  AT. 

II.  p.  288)  who  calls  this  the  common  hypothesis.  We.  adopts  the  reading  of 
<55.  — din]  read  am  with  Chr.  ©jo,  6  MSS.  of  p}. 

15-18.  The  administration.  —  David  himself  acted  as  chief 
executive  and  constantly  administered  judgment  and  justice  to  all 
his  people.  In  connexion  with  what  follows  this  can  mean  only 
that  David  acted  as  chief  justice,  and  was  accessible  to  the  people 
as  a  monarch  should  be.  — 16.  Joab  was  over  the  army,  and 
Jehoshaphat  son  of  Ahilud  was  the  Recorder ]  hardly  the  Chronicler 
who  wrote  the  annals  of  the  reign  ;  more  likely  the  king’s  Monitor 
who  kept  him  informed  of  the  course  of  public  business.  — 
17.  The  priests  here  mentioned  are  evidently  regarded  as  officers 
of  the  court.  Zadok  is  not  mentioned  earlier,  but  Abiathar,  whose 
name  we  should  read  in  the  second  place,  was  the  companion  of 
David’s  wanderings,  1  S.  2220.  Sousa  seems  to  have  been  the 
name  of  the  scribe.  — 18.  And  Benaiah  son  of  fehoiada  was  over 
the  Cherethites  and  the  Pelethites ]  that  is,  the  body-guard.  — And 
David’s  sons  were  priests ]  there  seems  no  reason  to  change  the 
plain  meaning  of  the  word. 

16.  I'DfD]  on  the  meaning  of  the  word  cf.  Jacob,  “  Beitrdge  zu  einer  Eitt- 
leitung  in  die  Psa/men,”  ZATW.  1897,  P-  76-  — 17.  pm  is  called  here  _p 
DitS'nx.  Possibly  the  genealogy  is  based  on  the  succession.  We.’s  conjecture, 
which  leaves  Zadok  without  a  father,  is  not  supported  by  any  document.  The 
same  may  be  said  of  the  transposition  of  in'DN_p  pSD'nx  which  however  seems 
necessary,  for  Abiathar  acted  as  priest  until  the  reign  of  Solomon.  —  "pD'nx] 
pham  Chr.  is  perhaps  based  on  the  difficulty  just  noted.  —  nnsi’]  ’A <rd  ©B: 
2apaias  ©L :  N'D>  2025  (where  we  find  T yo-ovs  ©B  :  2ovird  ©L)  :  xeniy  1  Chr. 
1816.  The  reading  ND'W  accounts  most  naturally  for  all  the  variations.  Per¬ 
haps  we  should  make  the  next  word  ididh.  — 18.  wom]  read  with  the  paral¬ 
lel  won  hy.  ©  in  order  to  make  sense  inserts  avp^ovAos.  The  endeavour  to 
retain  the  received  text,  by  taking  1  in  the  sense  of  ay  (Kimchi,  Schm.),  is 
unsuccessful.  The  Cherethites  are  known  to  us  as  Philistines  from  1  S.  3014. 
The  Pelethites  who  are  mentioned  only  in  connexion  with  the  Cherethites 
cannot  be  certainly  identified.  That  they  constituted  the  body-guard  of  the 
king  is  apparently  the  mind  of  the  Targum  which  translates  archers  and 
stingers.  Cf.  Josephus,  Ant.  VII.  11,8.  The  Rabbinical  expositors  show  their 
lack  of  historical  sense  when  they  find  here  the  Sanhedrim  or  the  Urim  and 
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Thummim  (Isaaki  and  Karachi  cite  this  from  our  Rabbis  but  do  not  themselves 
approve  it).  More  excusable  is  the  theory  of  Jewish  expositors  that  two  clans 
of  Israelites  are  intended  (Isaaki,  Kimchi,  LbG.).  But  i  S.  3014  Ezek.  2516 
Zeph.  25  seem  conclusive  as  to  the  Philistines.  We  hear  also  of  Gittites  in 
David’s  service,  and  the  custom  of  enlisting  foreigners  for  the  king’s  body¬ 
guard  has  prevailed  down  to  recent  times  in  many  countries,  for  obvious 
reasons.  —  D’jro]  the  traditional  exegesis  has  difficulty  in  supposing  David’s 
sons  to  be  priests  in  the  proper  sense,  for  by  the  Levitical  code  none  could  be 
priests  except  descendants  of  Aaron.  For  this  reason  the  Chronicler  changes 
his  text,  substituting  -^Dn  -pS  outwnn.  Cf.  also  aim dpxai  @.  But  there  is  no 
reason  for  departing  from  the  plain  meaning  of  our  text. 

IX.-XX.  David’s  court  life.  — We  come  now  to  a  homogene¬ 
ous  and  continuous  narrative  of  David’s  experiences  from  the  time 
when  he  was  firmly  settled  on  the  throne  until  near  the  close  of  his 
life.  The  author  is  evidently  well  informed  and  has  an  interest  in 
presenting  the  history  without  bias.  That  he  was  not  very  remote 
in  time  from  the  events  which  he  narrates  is  evident.  The  unity 
and  integrity  of  the  section,  except  some  minor  interpolations,  is 
generally  conceded. 

IX.  1-13.  David’s  fidelity  to  Jonathan.  —  David  inquires 
whether  Jonathan  has  left  any  children.  He  learns  of  one  son 
whom  he  brings  to  court  and  makes  his  companion,  besides  re¬ 
storing  to  him  the  family  property. 

1.  The  opening  of  the  verse  is  lost,  or  misplaced.  Perhaps  it 
should  be  taken  from  71 :  It  came  to  pass  when  David  was  estab¬ 
lished  in  his  house,  that  he  said :  Is  there  left  of  the  house  of  Saul 
any  to  whom  I  may  show  kindness  for  the  sake  of  Jonathan  2  The 
question  is  as  appropriate  after  the  death  of  Ishbaal  as  after  the 
revenge  of  the  Gibeonites.  —  2.  Information  is  sought  from  a 
servant  of  the  house  of  Saul,  apparently  a  feudal  dependent,  whose 
name  was  Ziba.  —  3.  The  king  puts  the  question  even  more  dis¬ 
tinctly  than  at  first :  Is  there  not  a  man  belonging  to  the  house  of 
Saul? ]  and  he  avows  his  object  more  distinctly  :  that  I  may  show 
the  kindness  of  God  ]  that  to  which  he  was  bound  by  his  solemn 
engagement,  cf.  1  S.  2014.  Ziba  informs  him  of  a  son  of  Jonathan 
who  was  lame.  —  4.  To  the  king’s  further  question  Ziba  says  that 
he  is  in  the  house  of  Machir  son  of  Ammi el,  in  Lo-Debar~\  a  man 
of  wealth  and  prominence,  as  we  gather  from  1  f~.  The  place  was 
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beyond  the  Jordan,  probably  not  far  from  Mahanaim.  —  5,  6.  In 
response  to  the  king’s  command  Meribbaal ]  on  the  name  see  the 
note  on  44,  came  to  David  and  fell  upon  his  face~\  the  customary 
act  of  obeisance.  —  7.  Meribbaal  has  reason  to  fear,  but  is  re¬ 
assured  by  David,  who  not  only  gives  a  general  promise  of  kind 
treatment,  but  a  specific  one  :  J  will  restore  to  thee  all  the  land  of 
Saul  thy  father ]  whether  this  property  was  in  possession  of  David 
as  successor  in  the  kingdom,  or  whether  it  had  been  seized  by 
some  one  else,  we  are  not  told.  Besides  this,  Meribbaal  was  made 
a  member  of  the  king’s  household  :  thou  shall  eat  at  my  table  con¬ 
tinually^  this  special  mark  of  favour  is  the  more  noteworthy  on 
account  of  Meribbaal’s  physical  imperfection.  —  8.  The  recogni¬ 
tion  is  sufficiently  humble  to  satisfy  even  an  oriental :  What  is  thy 
servant  that  thou  shouldst  turn  thy  face  to  a  dead  dog  such  as 
I  am .?]  the  man  had  doubtless  been  made  to  feel  that  he  was  a 
useless  member  of  the  family,  and  was  all  the  more  grateful  for 
kind  treatment.  —  9,  10.  David  arranges  that  Ziba  shall  cultivate 
the  land  and  bring  its  produce  to  Meribbaal  for  his  support  — 
presence  at  court  would  rather  increase  than  diminish  his  ex¬ 
penditure.  The  extent  of  the  estate  is  indicated  by  the  force 
needed  to  cultivate  it  —  Ziba’s  fifteen  sons  and  twenty  servants. — 
11.  Ziba  promises  to  obey  all  that  the  king  commands.  The 
second  half  of  the  verse  cannot  be  correct  as  it  stands.  It  seems 
originally  to  have  been,  in  the  form  preserved  by  0,  the  author’s 
concluding  remark :  So  Meribbaal  ate  at  David's  table  like  one 
of  the  sons  of  the  king. 

12,  13.  The  verses  seem  to  be  an  appendix,  giving  further 
information  as  to  the  line  of  Saul.  It  was  represented  by  Merib¬ 
baal’s  son  Micha.  The  glossator  feels  that  he  must  again  assure 
us  that  Meribbaal  ate  continually  at  the  king’s  table  though  he  was 
lame  in  both  feet. 

1.  By  an  ingenious  conjecture,  Kl.  prefaces  this  chapter  with  2I1-14,  and 
this  is  adopted  by  Bu.,  so  that  in  his  edition  we  read  the  account  of  the 
famine  and  the  consequent  vengeance  of  the  Gibeonites  on  the  house  of  Saul, 
and  then  the  story  of  David’s  remembrance  of  his  obligation  towards  Jonathan. 
At  first  view  this  seems  natural,  and  the  impression  is  strengthened  by  the  fact 
that  we  have  an  unusual  p  nnN  at  the  end  of  2iu  which  is  easily  made 
p  'nN  vni  and  appropriately  introduces  91.  But  on  reflection  the  probability 
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of  this  being  the  original  order  is  reduced.  It  seems  doubtful  whether  David 
would  wait  until  the  evidently  late  date  of  21  before  making  inquiry  for  the 
family  of  Jonathan.  Budde,  in  order  to  his  theory,  is  obliged  to  strike  out  217 
which  otherwise  seems  entirely  in  place.  Finally,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how 
21I-14  if  it  Were  ever  the  prelude  to  this  chapter  came  to  be  dislocated.  For 
these  reasons  it  is  not  safe  to  accept  the  reconstruction  here  in  mind;  and  we 
are  compelled  to  seek  another  connexion  for  this  chapter.  By  striking  out 
the  insertions  from  another  document  we  find  91  following  immediately  on 
623.  At  the  first  blush  this  seems  not  to  be  appropriate.  David’s  quarrel  with 
Michal  would  seem  to  stir  up  any  but  good  thoughts  towards  the  house  of 
Saul.  On  the  other  hand  we  must  remember  that  the  author  may  have  in¬ 
tended  to  show  that  the  foolish  words  of  a  woman  could  not  make  David 
forget  his  obligations  to  Jonathan.  And  it  would  be  psychologically  probable 
that  the  unsympathetic  behaviour  of  Michal  should  recall  the  contrasted  char¬ 
acter  of  Jonathan  her  brother,  and  so  put  David  on  the  thought  of  Jonathan’s 
family.  If  this  be  the  original  order,  it  is  probable  that  the  opening  phrase 
of  7,  m'33  qhnn  ais”  ’3  vm  once  formed  the  introduction  to  the  present  sec¬ 
tion.  —  2.  1337]  it  is  not  necessary  to  add  the  pronoun,  as  is  done  by  <£fB.  — 

3.  D'n*?N  iDn]  cf.  mm  idh  i  S.  2014.  It  is  difficult  to  suppose  the  meaning  to 
be  kindness  such  as  God  shows.  More  probably,  it  is  the  kindness  imposed  by 
God  in  the  obligation  of  the  oath.  At  the  end  of  this  verse,  Bu.  inserts  44b 
which  gives  the  cause  of  the  lameness.  It  is  doubtful  however  whether  the 
verse  ever  stood  here,  as  the  brevity  of  Ziba’s  answers  seems  characteristic.  — 

4.  -ot  lS]  AaStxfiap  <3,  is  called  in  1727  “m  n1?  and  (as  it  appears)  in  Jos. 
I326  is  called  1331?.  —  6.  nctreo]  44.  The  mutilation  of  the  name  has  been 
already  commented  on.  —  innttm]  in  @L  placed  before  —  8.  nrfw]  1  S. 
2029.  cf.  Jud.  i7  and  Moore’s  note.  — 10.  q’titrpS]  eis  rby  oIkov  tov  Kvplov 
aov  <3h  is  an  attractive  emendation;  with  it  goes  »cal  tpayovrcu  for  'it?3Xi.  By 
adopting  this  we  avoid  the  awkwardness  of  That  the  family  of  Meribbaal 
should  eat  of  the  produce  of  his  land  is  quite  in  order.  — 11.  The  sentence 
1 131  ntt>3'DDi  is  entirely  unintelligible  as  a  part  of  Ziba’s  response  to  the  king. 
The  change  of  to  mensam  tuam  made  by  some  MSS.  of  3L  would  allow 
us  to  interpret  it  as  a  part  of  Ziba’s  answer.  But  in  his  mouth  it  is  wholly 
superfluous.  It  seems  best  therefore  to  restore  the  reading  of  ©AB  hr  1  r ijs 
rpairefas  AauelS  (tou  ficunAecos  <55L),  and  regard  the  sentence  as  a  remark  of  the 
author.  Such  a  remark  is  the  natural  conclusion  of  the  account,  and  what  fol¬ 
lows  must  be  an  afterthought.  — 12.  S3'D]  the  spelling  makes  it  difficult  to 
suppose  the  name  contracted  from  immD.  It  seems  to  be  of  the  same  form 
with  N3UJ  v.2,  cf.  also  Nmy  2020.  Jastrow  ( JBL .  XIII.  p.  112)  cites  Jerome’s 
suggestion  that  the  name  signifies  humilitas,  from  71c.  — 13.  '1  \mj>  nD3  xim] 
the  fact  that  we  have  a  change  from  O'Sri  no:  of  v.3  is  additional  evidence  that 
these  two  verses  are  a  later  addition. 


X.-XIX.  The  Ammonite  war  and  David’s  adultery.  —  On 

occasion  of  a  change  in  the  throne  of  Ammon,  David  sends  an 
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embassy  to  the  new  monarch.  Their  reception  is  anything  but 
agreeable,  and  the  insult  offered  in  the  ambassadors  to  their 
monarch  is  naturally  followed  by  war.  The  war  is  made  more 
serious  by  the  engagement  of  the  Syrians  on  the  side  of  Ammon. 
Joab  successfully  repulses  the  Syrians  and  lays  siege  to  Rabbath 
Ammon.  David  remains  in  Jerusalem,  where,  under  sudden 
temptation,  he  commits  adultery  with  the  wife  of  Uriah,  one  of 
the  knights  of  his  army.  In  order  to  conceal  his  crime  he 
sends  for  Uriah,  and  after  consulting  him  about  the  state  of  the 
army,  sends  him  to  his  house.  Uriah  however  refuses  to  indulge 
in  luxuries  not  suited  to  a  soldier,  and  twice  spends  the  night  in 
the  open  air.  The  straits  into  which  David  is  brought  lead  him 
to  order  the  indirect  murder  of  Uriah.  His  commands  are  car¬ 
ried  out  by  Joab,  and  he  takes  Bathsheba  as  his  wife.  The  birth 
of  her  son  is  followed  by  a  visit  from  the  prophet  Nathan,  who 
rebukes  David  for  his  sin  and  announces  the  punishment.  In 
truth  the  son  born  of  adultery  is  taken  ill,  lingers  awhile  and  dies. 
The  author  also  tells  us  of  the  birth  of  Solomon  from  the  same 
mother.  The  siege  of  Rabba  is  concluded  by  David  in  person. 

The  section  is  suspected  of  expansion  in  the  Nathan  speeches, 
and  shows  some  indications  of  compilation  from  two  sources. 

X.  1-5.  The  insult.  —  Nahash,  king  of  the  Children  of  Ammon, 
is  the  same  we  have  met  above,  i  S.  1 11.  As  we  do  not  know  the 
length  of  Saul’s  reign,  nor  at  what  time  in  the  reign  of  David  his 
death  took  place,  it  is  impossible  to  predicate  extraordinary  length 
of  his  life.  —  2.  David,  recognizing  what  Nahash  had  done  for 
him,  sent  to  condole  with  Hanun  concerning  his  father.  Possibly 
Nahash,  as  an  enemy  of  Saul,  had  given  aid  to  David  in  his  early 
struggles.  —  3.  The  princes  of  Ammon,  with  Bedawish  scorn  for 
the  peasant  king,  provoke  the  suspicions  of  their  chief :  Dost  thou 
think  that  David  is  honouring  thy  father  that  he  has  se?it  bearers 
of  condolence  ?  The  interested  motive  is  found  in  the  office  of 
these  messengers  as  spies.  David’s  treatment  of  Moab  and  Edom 
gave  colour  at  least  to  the  suspicion  of  his  ambitious  designs.  — 
4.  With  the  lack  of  seriousness  so  often  seen  in  a  youthful  prince 
(as  in  the  case  of  Rehoboam)  Hanun  was  ready  to  act  upon  these 
suspicions.  Pie  took  the  messengers  and  shaved  half  their  beard~\ 
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the  person  of  an  ambassador  should  be  inviolate.  Moreover  the 
beard  is  held  in  especial  honour  in  the  East :  and  cut  their  robes 
in  two  to  their  buttocks ]  the  long  flowing  robes  of  the  ambassa¬ 
dors  were  thus  reduced  to  less  than  decency  required.  —  5.  The 
news  reached  David  and  he  judiciously  advised  them  to  remain  at 
Jericho,  the  frontier  city,  until  the  growth  of  their  beards  should 
allow  them  to  return  without  being  subject  to  annoyance. 

1.  pop  the  Chronicler  prefixes  i?ru  which  we  should  certainly 

expect  at  the  beginning  of  the  account.  Chr.  (191)  on  the  other  hand  omits 
jun.  It  seems  to  me  the  name  is  required  in  both  cases.  3  however  has  the 
same  text  with  jtj.  —  2.  V3n-Lux]  vsn  hy  Chr.  is  more  in  accord  with  usage, 
cf.  Jer.  16L —  3.  Is  David  honouring  thy  father  in  thine  eyes  f]  the  meaning 
is  :  Does  it  seem  to  thee  that  David  is  doing  this  for  his  alleged  purpose  ?  On 
the  participle,  Dr.  Tenses 3,  §  135,  4. —  Ty.-rnti  ipn  naya]  as  the  fortified 
city  was  of  great  importance,  it  is  here  put  in  the  foreground.  Chr.  makes  a 
general  reference  to  the  land.  —  4.  Instead  of  half  their  beards,  3  puts  their 
beards.  —  omnine'— ij>]  the  shameful  nakedness  of  captives  is  described  in  the 
term  nc’”'2V2jn  Is.  204.  —  5.  onatPl]  the  regular  consecution  after  the  impera¬ 
tive,  Davidson,  Syntax,  §  55  a. 

6-14.  The  opening  of  the  war.  —  The  Ammonites  saw  that 

they  had  made  themselves  of  bad  odour  with  David~\  as  we  readily 
conceive.  —  They  therefore  hired  the  Syrians  of  Beth  Rehob~\  a 
city  in  the  Lebanon  (Antilebanon)  region,  Num.  1321,  near  Dan 
Jd.  1828.  Zobah  is  known  to  us  from  83.  It  is  possible  that 
Hadadezer  was  originally  mentioned  in  this  verse  as  he  is  there. 
Maacah  another  small  kingdom  in  the  same  region,  Dt.  314  Jos. 
i3n.  Tob  is  probably  the  country  mentioned  in  Jd.  n3,  but  has 
not  been  identified.  —  8.  The  Ammonites  formed  their  order  of 
battle  before  the  gate  —  we  naturally  suppose  the  gate  of  Rabbah 
—  while  the  Syrians  drew  up  by  themselves  in  the  open  country ] 
Joab  was  thus  between  two  fires.  —  9.  Discovering  this,  he  felt 
that  the  defeat  of  the  Syrians  was  the  important  point,  and  with  a 
picked  force  he  threw  himself  upon  them.  — 10.  The  bulk  of  the 
army  he  put  under  the  command  of  Abishai,  and  they  drew  up 
facing  the  Children  of  Ammon.  — 11,  12.  Joab  encourages  his 
brother  with  the  promise  of  mutual  help,  and  exhorts  him  to  show 
himself  strong  for  the  sake  of  our  people  arid  for  the  cities  of  our 
God ]  the  latter  phrase  is  unusual.  — 13,  14.  The  plan  was  that 
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Joab  should  make  the  first  attack  while  Abishai  held  the  Ammon¬ 
ites  in  check.  The  onset  was  successful ;  the  Syrians  fled  :  The 
Ammonites  saw  that  the  Syrians  had  fled,  and  they  fled  and 
entered  the  city~\  they  had  kept  a  place  of  retreat  open.  The 
conclusion  of  the  verse  :  And  Jo  ah  returned  from  the  Ammonites 
and  came  to  Jerusalem ]  marks  the  close  of  this  campaign. 

6.  im  ri’Xtn]  cf.  i  S.  13°.  i  Chr.  196  substitutes  Tn  dj>  iiptann.  Moore 
{Judges,  p.  399)  conjecturally  identifies  Beth  Rehob  with  Paneas.  The  fact 
that  Hadadezer  is  mentioned  in  v.16  without  any  introduction  favours  Budde’s 
theory  ( RS .  p.  250)  that  he  was  originally  named  in  this  verse,  and  further 
probability  is  given  by  the  mention  of  the  king  of  Maacah.  —  212]  can  hardly 
be  Taiyyibeh  in  Gilead  (GASmith  and  Buhl).  The  small  number  of  troops 
sent  from  Maacah  leads  We.  to  suppose  C'x  rpx  to  be  an  interpolation  and 
he  thus  gets  the  king  of  Maacah  and  Isktob.  Kl.  makes  a  further  change  by 
striking  out  the  conjunction,  and  so  finds  the  name  of  the  king  to  be  Ishtob. 
There  seems  however  no  sufficient  reason  for  departing  from  the  text.  The 
Chronicler  makes  the  unheard-of  force  of  32,000  chariots  and  the  kuig  of 
Maacah  and  his  people.  He  also  adds  that  the  allies  came  and  camped  before 
Medeba  which  is  adopted  without  sufficient  reason  by  Kl.;  v.8  is  decidedly 
against  it.  —  7.  anajn  X2xrri?;>]  we  might  perhaps  allow  the  apposition  :  the 
army,  the  heroes.  But  this  is  an  unusual  construction,  and  here  especially 
suspicious  because  all  the  army  naturally  means  the  militia  in  distinction  from 
the  veteran  force  of  anat.  Chr.  has  omaan  sox  L,a  which  is  evidently  intended 
for  all  the  army  of  heroes,  though  the  punctuators  perversely  read  sox.  @L  also 
has  ircicrav  tt]v  aTpanav  tuv  Svvar £>v  with  which  agree  S2E1L.  I  suspect  how¬ 
ever  that  either  xaxn  or  anajn  is  a  later  insertion.  Gratz  conjectures  xaxn 
onaani.  The  subsequent  account  shows  that  more  than  the  standing  army 
wTas  engaged.  —  8.  nyirn  nna]  "vyn  nna  Chr.  ©L.  Such  substitutions  are  not 
uncommon.  —  9.  Ssnana  'Tina]  the  construct  before  a  preposition  undoubt¬ 
edly  occurs,  Davidson,  Syntax,  28,  R.  1,  but  as  the  Chronicler  has  L'XT2”a  nna 
it  seems  proper  to  correct  our  text  accordingly.  <SL  seems  to  point  to  ua  nna 
bxnn  whereas  ©B  renders  'nna.  — 10.  wax]  here  only,  in  Samuel. — 

■pjm]  the  plural  is  found  in  Chr.  and  ©B,  but  is  not  necessary.  It  would 
be  proper  in  English  also  to  say  Abishai  drew  up  before  the  Ammonites. — 
12.  U'nnx  'i;’]  occurs  nowhere  else  and  is  inappropriate  here,  for  the  cities  of 
Yahweh  were  not  in  danger.  There  is  ground  therefore  for  Kl.’s  conjecture 
(adopted  by  Bu.)  that  the  Ark  of  our  God  originally  stood  here.  The  Ark 
went  with  the  army  on  a  subsequent  campaign  as  we  know.  — 13,  14.  The 
account  is  very  brief  and  was  probably  once  fuller. 

15-19.  A  second  campaign.  —  Our  present  text  contains  the 
account  of  an  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Syrians  to  retrieve  them¬ 
selves.  The  paragraph  breaks  the  sequence  of  the  narrative  how- 
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ever,  and  is  possibly  from  another  source.  There  seems  no  room 
for  it  in  the  time  at  our  disposition,  and  the  bringing  in  of  the 
Syrians  from  beyond  the  river  shows  a  conception  of  the  situation 
different  from  anything  we  have  met  above. 

15,  16.  The  consciousness  of  defeat  caused  the  Syrians  to  take 
joint  measures  —  they  gathered  together,  and  Hadadezer  sent  atid 
brought  out  the  Syrians  beyond  the  Rive? -]  the  Euphrates  is  meant. 
The  face  of  the  narrative  indicates  that  his  authority  extended 
into  Assyria,  unless  we  suppose  that  he  simply  applied  for  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  king  of  that  country.  —  They  came  to  Helatfi]  the 
place,  which  is  mentioned  again  in  the  next  verse,  is  unknown.  — 
17.  David  musters  all  Israel  and  takes  the  offensive.  — 18.  The 
result  was  a  decisive  defeat  for  the  Syrians.  It  is  difficult  to 
suppose  that  the  clause  he  slew  seven  hundred  chariots  is  original, 
though  perhaps  it  may  be  justified  by  the  analogy  of  84  where 
David  is  said  to  have  hamstrung  all  the  chariots.  The  enormous 
number  of  40,000  horsemen  is  suspicious,  especially  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  this  author  does  not  speak  of  footmen  at  all,  while  Chr. 
has  7000  chariots  and  40,000  footmen.  — 19.  This  verse,  by  speak¬ 
ing  of  all  the  kings,  servants  of  Hadadezer,  implies  that  Hadadezer 
was  chief  ruler,  having  subject  monarchs.  This  is  in  contradiction 
to  89  where  his  sovereignty  is  limited  by  the  kingdom  of  Hamath. 
—  They  made  peace  with  Israel ]  cf.  Jos.  io1  4. 

15-19.  The  later  insertion  of  the  paragraph  is  affirmed  by  Winckler  (  Gesch . 
Israels,  p.  139).  More  exactly,  he  believes  that  v.19b  joins  directly  to  v.14. — 
16.  The  presence  of  Hadadezer,  which  has  not  been  intimated  before,  is 
another  argument  for  the  separate  origin  of  the  paragraph.  The  current 
editions  of  the  text  have  Hadarezer  here,  as  in  Chr.  But  the  Mantua  edition 
of  1742  (with  the  Minchath  Shai),  Baer,  and  Ginsburg  have  Hadadezer  as 
elsewhere  in  Samuel.  —  oS'n]  rendered  their  army  by  Thenius  is  doubtless  the 
same  proper  name  which  occurs  just  below  —  so  (US®.  If  Cornill  is  correct 
in  restoring  the  same  name  in  Ezek.  4710,  it  was  on  the  boundary  line  between 
the  territories  of  Hamath  and  Damascus.  On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been 
identified  by  Hoffmann  (. Phon .  Inschriften,  p.  39)  with  Aleppo  (Haleb).  For 
•pis’  Chr.  has  721s’.  • — 17.  nci<Sn]  a  different  spelling  of  the  name.  It  is 
omitted  by  Chr.  —  18.  Jirm]  the  objects  of  this  verb  seem  always  to  be  things 
that  have  life  —  the  vine  Ps.  7847  is  no  exception.  The  7000  chariots  of  the 
Chronicler  are  in  line  with  some  other  exaggerations  of  his.  —  Stnan-nN  idSsj’u] 
as  in  Jos.  io1  4,  whereas  Chr.  substitutes  o;-  for  ns,  like  1  K.  2245.  The  clause 
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and  they  feared  to  deliver  the  Ammonites  seems  superfluous  after  the  Syrians 
have  become  subject  to  Israel,  and  was  possibly  the  original  conclusion  of  v.14. 

XI.  1-5.  David’s  sin.  —  The  author  has  enclosed  the  account 
of  David’s  sin  between  portions  of  the  history  of  the  Ammonite 
war,  111  being  continued  by  1226.  The  time  and  the  circumstances 
agree  so  well,  that  we  must  suppose  him  to  follow  the  actual  order 
of  events.  —  1.  The  time  seems  to  be  fixed  at  a  year  after  the 
embassy  to  Hanun.  The  return  of  the  season  was  a  fitting  time 
to  refresh  the  king’s  memory  of  the  insult.  Joab  and  the  army 
therefore  laid  waste  the  Ammonites  in  the  well-known  method  of 
oriental  warfare,  where  the  growing  crops  are  eaten  off  by  the 
invaders.  The  campaign  in  this  case  was  more  than  a  raid,  for 
the  Israelites  laid  siege  to  Rabba  the  chief  city  of  Ammon.  The 
ruins  (or  town,  it  has  recently  received  a  Circassian  colony,  ac¬ 
cording  to  GASmith,  Geog.  p.  20)  still  bear  the  name  Amman; 
cf.  Burckhardt,  Travels  in  Syria,  p.  356  •  Baedeker,  Palestine 2, 
p.  185  f.  The  site  is  about  twenty  miles  east  of  the  Jordan,  east 
by  north  from  Jericho.  The  siege  of  a  walled  town  was  a  tedious 
matter,  so  that  David  can  hardly  be  blamed  for  remaining  at 
Jerusalem.  —  2.  One  afternoon  David  arose  from  his  siesta  and 
walked  on  the  roof  of  the  palace~\  which,  being  on  the  highest 
point  of  the  city,  commanded  a  view  of  the  courts  of  the  sur¬ 
rounding  houses.  Thence  he  saw  a  woman  bathitig.  —  3.  To  his 
inquiry  one  said:  Is  not  this  Bathsheb a,  daughter  of  Eliain\  ac¬ 
cording  to  23s4  he  was  a  son  of  the  well-known  Ahitophel;  the 
wife  of  Uriah  the  Hittite']  one  of  the  foreigners  in  David’s  service. 
—  4.  David  sends  for  her  and  gratifies  his  passion,  for  she  was 
cleansed  from  her  impurity~\  the  remark  is  added  to  show  why 
conception  followed.  —  5.  She  relied  upon  the  king  to  find  a  way 
out  of  the  difficulty. 

1.  □•onSdh]  is  vocalized  as  though  it  were  coScm  and  so  read  by  Chr. 
(1  Chr.  201)  and  the  versions.  The  clause  is  then  supposed  to  mean  eo 
tempore  quo  solent  reges  ad  bella  procedere  1L-  But  if  this  be  the  meaning,  it 
is  obscurely  expressed,  for  the  ad  bella,  which  gives  the  point,  is  not  repre¬ 
sented  in  The  interpretation  seems  especially  unfortunate,  in  that  the 
example  of  David  shows  that  kings  did  not  regularly  go  out  to  war,  but  some¬ 
times  sent  their  armies.  We  might  suppose  indeed  that  there  is  a  covert  con¬ 
demnation  of  David  for  not  doing  as  kings  (on  this  theory)  usually  do.  But  this 
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seems  far  fetched.  The  supposition  of  Kimchi  therefore  claims  attention  which 
is  that  the  time  designated  is  the  seasoji  of  the  year  when  the  kings  [of  Syria] 
made  their  invasion.  If  however  we  go  so  far,  it  is  better  to  accept  the  Kiib 
a’D.xSnn  and  understand  at  the  season  of  the  year  when  the  messengers  of  David 
first  went  forth.  This  interpretation  was  suggested  by  Gratz  f Gesch .  d.  Juden , 
I.  p.  254)  and  is  adopted  by  Kl.  —  2.  s;'e]  it  is  assumed  that  he  usually 

took  an  afternoon  sleep.  — -]Snn'i]  Gen.  38.  —  Bathsheba  is  called  in  1  Chroni¬ 
cles,  35,  Sx'Dj;  ntj  jnirna,  where  the  2  has  been  softened  into  1,*  and  the  two 
elements  of  the  name  0j)'7N  have  been  transposed.  —  nnin]  we  naturally 
interpret  the  name  as  meaning  Yahweh  is  my  light.  If  that  be  the  sense,  we 
may  suppose  that  the  Hittite  adopted  a  new  name  or  modified  his  old  one,  on 
entering  David’s  service.  On  such  names,  cf.  Jastrow,  JBL.  XIII.  p.  122. — 
4.  nnxcoD  nanpna  N'm]  cannot  mean  atid  she  purified  herself  by  ablution  after 
coition,  which  would  require  enpnm.  The  participle  indicates  what  had  just 
been  accomplished  by  the  bath  at  her  house  —  ritual  cleansing  after  the  peri¬ 
odic  sickness  (Isaaki,  Kimchi).  That  such  a  time  was  favourable  to  concep¬ 
tion  was  known  to  the  Arabs  at  an  early  day,  cf.  WRSmith,  Kinship,  p.  276. 
The  conceit  of  the  Rabbis  that  David’s  men  divorced  their  wives  before  going 
on  a  campaign,  is  a  device  to  minimize  David’s  guilt. 

6-13.  The  attempt  at  concealment.  —  David  sent  to  the  army 
for  Uriah.  —  7.  And  when  Uriah  came,  David  asked  about  Joab 
and  the  army  and  the  war,  as  if  he  had  sent  for  him  in  order 
to  be  informed  about  the  campaign.  —  8.  At  the  end  of  the 
interview,  David  commands  :  Go  to  thy  house  and  wash  thy  feet] 
refresh  thyself  after  thy  journey.  —  And  there  followed  him  a  por¬ 
tion  from  the  king]  Gen.  43s4.  —  9.  But  Uriah  lodged  at  the  gate 
of  the  palace  with  his  lord's  servants,  that  is,  the  body-guard. — 
10,  11.  Uriah,  on  being  questioned,  gives  the  chivalrous  answer : 
The  Ark  and  Israel  and  fudah  are  camping  in  booths,  and  my 
lord  foab  and  my  lord's  servants  are  camping  in  the  open  fields, 
and  I  should  go  to  my  house  to  eat  and  to  drink  and  to  lie  with  my 
wife !  The  statement  of  the  supposition  is  enough  to  show  its 
absurdity.  But  he  adds  his  oath.  It  is  altogether  probable  that 
women  were  taboo  to  soldiers  in  active  service,  1  S.  2 16.  This  is 
the  only  intimation  that  the  Ark  was  carried  in  David’s  campaigns, 
but  from  the  fact  that  the  priests  start  to  carry  it  in  the  train  which 


*  On  the  other  hand  it  is  possible  that  which  we  find  in  some  other  proper 
names,  is  the  original  form;  notice  Skua,  Abishtta,  Elishua,  and  Jehoshua.  These 
names  seem  to  indicate  that  jw  was  the  name  of  a  divinity,  and  this  would  account 
for  the  change, 
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leaves  Jerusalem  at  Absalom’s  invasion,  taken  in  connexion  with 
this  passage,  we  may  infer  that  the  practice  was  not  uncommon.  — 
12.  Another  attempt  must  be  made,  so  Uriah  is  kept  another  day. 
— 13.  This  time  the  king  invited  him  and  he  ate  in  his  presence 
and  drank,  so  that  he  made  him  drunk~\  in  the  hope  that  the  wine 
would  cause  him  to  forget  his  resolution.  But  the  sturdy  soldier 
was  not  so  to  be  overcome  :  In  the  evening  he  went  out  to  lie  on 
his  couch  with  the  soldiers ]  egregius  sane  miles  et  constantissimus 
(Schm.). 

6.  After  dnvSn  ©  inserts  "idnS  perhaps  correctly,  though  the  presumption 
is  in  favour  of  the  shorter  text.  — 7.  ncrhnn  Dibu’in]  seems  a  little  odd.  But  it 
shows  how  mSe*  had  taken  a  very  wide  meaning.  —  8.  pbDn  nNtPD]  the  king's 
present  in  this  case  was,  no  doubt,  a  dish  from  the  royal  table.  —  9.  Sj]  lack¬ 
ing  in  @B,  is  superfluous.  — 10.  Uriah’s  house  lay  at  a  lower  level  than  that 
of  the  king,  hence  his  going  down  to  it  is  spoken  of.  — 11.  tod]  are  rude 
shelters,  huts  or  booths,  made  of  branches  of  trees.  For  an  instance  of  devo¬ 
tion  among  Mohammed’s  followers  similar  to  that  of  Uriah,  I  may  be  allowed 
to  refer  to  my  Bible  and  Islam,  p.  19.  —  yi’D:  'm  "pn]  is  tautological,  and 
perhaps  one  of  the  phrases  is  an  error  for  mn>  in.  —  12.  Tinned]  is  by  most 
recent  expositors  connected  with  what  follows,  in  agreement  with  (§L.  But  I 
cannot  see  the  necessity.  Only  two  nights  are  spoken  of.  The  principal 
meal  was  in  the  evening,  as  we  gather  from  v.8.  There  is  no  reason  why 
David  should  not  invite  Uriah  that  day.  — 13.  tnp’i]  continues  the  narrative 
without  pause  :  Uriah  remained  .  .  .  and  the  king  invited  him. 

14-27.  The  murder.  —  Despairing  of  accomplishing  his  object, 
David  plans  the  death  of  Uriah.  — 14,  15.  He  writes  a  letter  in 
which  he  commands  Joab  :  Set  Uriah  in  face  of  the  heaviest  fight¬ 
ing  and  retreat,  leaving  him  in  the  lurch,  that  he  may  be  smitten 
and  die.  — 16.  Joab,  in  posting  the  besiegers,  set  Uriah  where  he 
knew  there  were  valiant  men~\  according  to  the  command  given. 
—  17.  A  sortie  was  made  and  there  fell  some  of  the  soldiers  of 
David,  and  Uriah  the  Hittite  died  also\  the  device  was  successful 
at  the  first  attempt.  — 18,  19.  Joab  sends  a  verbal  report.  He 
anticipates  that  the  general  news  will  not  be  pleasing  to  the  king. 
Possibly  the  king’s  prudence  had  before  this  come  into  conflict 
with  Joab’s  rashness.  —  20,  21.  Joab  is  made  to  put  a  somewhat 
extended  speech  in  the  mouth  of  David,  which  reflects  the  opinion 
of  the  narrator  rather  than  that  of  Joab  or  of  David.  1  here 
seems  no  reason  to  suppose  however  that  the  verse  is  a  later  inter- 
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polation.  Our  author  may  well  have  been  acquainted  with  the 
story  of  Abimelech,  which  belongs  to  one  of  our  oldest  documents. 
The  example  of  his  death  may  have  been  proverbial  among  He¬ 
brew  soldiers,  and  have  given  a  rule  concerning  the  attack  on 
walled  towns.  These  are  only  possibilities,  but,  so  far  as  they  go, 
they  favour  the  originality  of  21a.  Did  not  a  woman  throw  a  mill¬ 
stone  upon  him  from  the  wall?  cf.  Jd.  g53.  Joab  realizes  that  the 
news  of  Uriah’s  death  will  appease  the  king  and,  according  to  jfy, 
takes  no  special  care  to  disguise  the  fact  from  the  messenger. 
has  here  the  whole  of  the  messenger’s  reply  as  given  in  23f',  which 
does  in  fact  disguise  the  main  point ;  see  the  critical  note.  — 
22.  The  text  of  ^  has  been  shortened  to  avoid  repetition.  This 
is  in  accordance  with  the  taste  of  a  later  time.  The  older  writers 
did  not  hesitate  to  repeat  themselves.  Restore  therefore  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  (§  :  And  the  messenger  of  Joab  went  to  the  king  in  Jeru¬ 
salem,  and  came  and  told  David  all  that  Joab  commanded  him ,  all 
the  news  of  the  war.  And  David's  anger  burned  against  Joab, 
and  he  said ]  there  follow  the  exact  words  anticipated  by  Joab, 
which  need  not  be  repeated.  —  23.  The  reply  of  the  messenger  : 
The  men  were  bold  against  us  a?id  came  out  to  us  in  the  field,  and 
we  drove  them  back  to  the  entrance  of  the  gate.  —  24.  Continuation 
of  the  account :  The  soldiers  of  David  in  the  heat  of  the  pursuit 
came  within  range  of  the  archers  on  the  wall,  and  there  died  of 
the  king's  servants  about  eighteen  men,  and  also  thy  servant  Uriah 
the  Hittite  is  dead~\  thus  expressed,  the  mention  of  Uriah  comes 
quite  naturally,  as  he  was  a  prominent  soldier.  The  eighteen  men 
are  given  in  only  one  recension  of  (©,  but  seem  to  be  original.  — ■ 
25.  David  is  relieved  by  this  statement,  and  he  commands  the 
messenger  to  encourage  Joab  :  Let  no t  this  matter  displease  thee, 
for  the  sword  devours  thus  and  thus ]  so  we  must  translate  on  the 
ground  of  Jd.  i84  i  K.  145.  The  meaning  seems  to  be  :  now  one 
and  now  another  falls,  so  that  this  is  only  the  common  experience. 
At  the  end  of  the  verse  the  received  text  has  and  strengthen  him, 
that  is,  enc oui-age  Joab.  The  word  is  possibly  a  scribe’s  after¬ 
thought. —  26.  The  woman  observed  the  usual  period  of  mourn¬ 
ing  for  her  husband.*  —  27.  As  soon  as  this  was  over,  David  sent 


*  Seven  days  according  to  Schwal'y,  ZA  TIV.  1892,  153, 
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and  brought  her  to  his  house ,  and  she  became  his  wife.  Marriage 
very  soon  after  the  death  of  a  consort  is  common  in  the  East,  so 
that  this  haste  did  not  violate  the  conventions.  The  case  of  Abi¬ 
gail  is  similar.  The  last  clause  of  the  verse  :  But  the  thing  which 
David  had  done  was  evil  in  the  eyes  of  Yahweh  belongs  with  what 
follows. 

15.  un]  here  apparently  used  like  un.  But  the  original  may  have  been 
nth  (Kl.)  :  eicrd-yaye  ©Q.  —  16.  IlDim]  not  in  observing  the  city,  but  in  keep¬ 
ing  guard  over  it,  which  was  the  work  of  the  besiegers.  We  hear  nothing 
of  battering-rams  or  mines,  so  that  we  conclude  the  city  was  to  be  reduced  by 
starvation.  —  yiyrrSN]  -pyrrnN  which  is  found  in  some  MSS.  seems  better,  but 
'rrSjj  would  be  better  still.  —  21.  ntftn’j  another  instance  of  the  mutilation 
of  a  name  because  it  contained  the  word  Baal.  (§L  has  ’UpoQodA  which 
<§B  has  corrupted  to  ’lepol3odp.  —  niDNi]  Instead  of  the  brief  reply  Uriah  also 
is  dead,  (gL  inserts  here  the  whole  explanation  of  the  situation  as  given  in 
23. 24 .  fa  men  were  bold  against  us,  etc.  The  case  is  similar  to  that  in  v.22, 
where  ©  inserts  David’s  speech  as  Joab  expected  him  to  make  it.  The  argu¬ 
ments  for  the  originality  of  the  plus  here  seem  to  be  the  same  as  there,  except 
that  the  outward  attestation  is  weaker.  On  the  whole  the  probability  seems 
to  be  on  the  side  of  (§L.  —  22.  For  inSd;"!  :  6  dyycAos  ’luafS  irpbs  rbv  8a<riAs'a 
eis  ’lepovoaArip  ©•  —  2N1']  irdvTa  ra  phpara  rov  iroAepov.  Kal  iduptodp  AauelS 
7r pbs  T cod/8  kt A.  @.  The  genuineness  of  this  additional  matter  is  recognized 
by  Th.,  We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  Kl.,  Ki.  —  23.  mSi?  n:n]  can  hardly  be  so  strong  as 
prevailed  over  us.  The  garrison  had  made  a  sally.  That  they  had  mustered 
up  courage  to  do  this  is  the  point  of  the  story.  —  amSy  mrm]  seems  to  mean 
we  drove  them  back  :  ouvriAdcrapxv  (§L.  Possibly  the  original  reading  was  dif¬ 
ferent,  but  if  so  it  cannot  certainly  be  recovered.  We  should  expect  at  least 
□nnntc  —  24.  C’NYinn  int>i]  confusion  of  »x-p  and  mi,  cf.  Ges.  26,  75  m — • 
naya]  (§L  adds  dnrd  dvSpes  Se/ca  Kal  okt<1>.  It  is  difficult  to  see  why  any 
one  should  insert  the  words  if  they  were  not  original,  while  a  scribe  who  was 
concerned  with  the  fate  of  Uriah  alone  might  leave  them  out.  —  25.  "immnN] 
grammatically  the  nominative  to  j?t;  but  the  speaker  has  in  mind  the  logical 
force  of  the  phrase,  in  which  mm  is  the  object  of  the  emotion  indicated  in 
the  verb,  Ges.26,  117/,  Davidson,  Syntax,  72  7?  4.  —  Vlptm]  comes  in  awk¬ 
wardly  after  the  command  to  Joab,  and  is  lacking  in  as  well  as  a  number 
of  MSS. 


XII.  l-15a.  The  rebuke  of  Nathan.  —  The  prophet,  being  sent 
to  David  by  Yahweh,  puts  his  conduct  before  him  by  recounting  a 
feigned  case  of  trespass.  David  is  convicted  of  sin  and  professes 
repentance.  He  is  assured  of  forgiveness,  but  at  the  same  time 
the  evils  which  are  to  come  upon  him  for  his  sin  are  predicted, 
v 
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It  is  doubtful  whether  the  piece  is  of  the  same  origin  with  what 
precedes  and  follows.  If  we  leave  it  out,  we  get  a  very  good  con¬ 
nexion,  joining  n27b  directly  to  i215b:  The  thing  was  evil  in  the 
sight  of  Yahweh ,  and  Yahweh  smote  the  child  which  the  wife  of 
Uriah  bore  to  David.  There  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  supposing 
that  the  early  narrative  was  content  with  pointing  out  that  the 
anger  of  Yahweh  was  evidenced  by  the  death  of  the  child.  A  later 
writer  was  not  satisfied  with  this,  but  felt  that  there  must  be  a 
specific  rebuke  by  a  direct  revelation.  It  is  possible  also  that  the 
incident  of  Nathan  has  itself  been  worked  over,  as  will  be  seen  in 
the  course  of  the  exposition. 

1.  Nathan  appears  ostensibly  with  a  case  for  the  king’s  judg¬ 
ment,  a  flagrant  case  of  oppression  of  the  poor  by  the  rich.  — 
2,  3.  The  rich  man  had  many  sheep  and  cattle,  but  the  poor  man 
had  nothing  but  one  little  ewe  lamb  which  he  had  bought ;  he  fed 
it  and  it  grew  up  with  him  and  with  his  children ]  such  pet  lambs 
are  frequently  seen  in  the  houses  of  the  poor  in  Syria.  It  used  to 
eat  of  his  morsel  and  drink  of  his  cup  and  lie  in  his  bosoni\  the 
preciousness  of  the  single  pet  made  it,  in  fact,  like  a  daughter. — 
4.  The  occasion  of  the  tragedy  was  the  coming  of  a  traveller. 
The  duty  of  hospitality  is  imperative.  But  the  rich  man  spared 
his  own,  and  took  the  lamb  of  the  poor  man  and  prepared  it  for 
the  man  who  had  just  come~\  similar  cases  were  doubtless  common 
enough,  and  a  part  of  the  king’s  work  is  to  judge  the  cause  of  the 
oppressed.  —  5.  The  statement  of  the  case  was  enough:  By  the 
life  of  Yahweh  the  man  that  did  this  is  worthy  of  death ]  it  does 
not  appear  that  David  would  actually  sentence  him  to  death,  i  S. 
2031  2616.  —  6.  And  he  shall  restore  the  lamb  seve?ifold~]  reading 
with  (®B. 

1-  p:]  @15  and  3  MSS.  of  add  N'tjjn.  The  insertion  of  such  explicative 
words  is  generally  secondary,  but  at  the  opening  of  this  section  the  word 
seems  necessary.  After  lS  adds:  ’And'yyeiAoi'  Si;  juot  t))v  rcplc iv  Taxmpv, 
which  is  represented  also  in  I,  whence  it  passed  over  into  many  MSS.  of  3L- 
It  is  not  necessary  to  the  sense  (as  is  affirmed  by  Kl.)  and  can  be  explained 
as  a  scribe’s  insertion,  though  it  is  adopted  by  Ew.  and  Kl.  —  a>N-\]  another 
case  of  irregular  insertion  of  n.  —  2.  n'cvh]  There  seems  to  be  no  reason  for 
this  punctuation;  the  article  is  necessary  to  the  sense,  as  we  see  from  enSi  of 
the  next  verse.  —  3.  rcnn]  as  in  Is.  721.  —  Soxn]  the  tense  in  this  and  the  two 
following  verbs  expresses  customary  action.' — 4.  7S.TJ  as  We.  points  out,  the 
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parallel  is  close  to  the  use  of  our  word  visit — there  came  a  visit  to  the  rich 
man.  —  1'srjn  there  are  cases  enough  of  the  anarthrous  noun  in  such 

a  phrase  to  justify  the  punctuation.  —  nw^V]  the  same  verb  is  used  of  Abra¬ 
ham’s  preparing  a  calf  for  his  guests,  Gen.  187.  —  6.  D'njuns]  eTTTa-irXatrlova 
(SB  ai._  The  change  to  was  made  to  bring  David’s  ruling  into  line  with  the 
law  of  theft,  Ex.  2137  (Th.).  —  SditnS  Sjn]  Schill  proposes  ( ZATW .  XI. 
p.  318)  to  change  N1?  to  iS,  making  the  sense:  and  spared  his  own.  The 
received  text  however  seems  to  make  fairly  good  sense. 

7.  The  application :  Thou  art  the  man ]  for  the  sake  of  dis¬ 
tinctness  (H  adds  who  has  done  this.  But  the  shorter  text  is  more 
vigorous.  The  following  speech  sets  forth  the  obligation  imposed 
by  Yahweh’s  benefits.  David  was  the  rich  man.  —  8.  /  gave  thee 
thy  master's  house  and  thy  master's  wives  into  thy  bosom~\  we  have 
no  other  indication  that  David  possessed  the  harem  of  Saul.  But, 
according  to  the  law  of  succession,  they  were  his  by  right.  And 
if  this  were  too  little  I  would  add  as  much  again ]  the  reference  is 
evidently  to  the  wives,  first  from  the  form  of  the  pronoun,  secondly 
because  it  was  the  abundance  in  wives  which  formed  the  contrast 
between  David’s  wealth  and  Uriah’s  poverty.  —  9,  10.  Why  hast 
thou  despised  Yahweh ]  the  giver  of  so  much  good,  in  doing  that 
which  was  evil  in  his  eyes]  Yahweh  is  the  protector  of  the  op¬ 
pressed.  The  logical  ending  of  the  question  is  the  last  clause  of 
v.10 :  and  hast  taken  the  wife  of  Uriah  the  Hittite  to  be  thy  wife  ? 
This  is  the  crime  that  is  set  forth  in  the  parable.  The  present 
text  has  been  expanded  by  a  double  reference  to  the  murder 
of  Uriah,  and  by  the  threat  that  the  sword  shall  not  turn  from 
David's  house  forever,  an  inappropriate  prediction.  — 11.  The 
prophetic  discourse  takes  a  fresh  start,  denouncing  a  punishment 
in  kind  :  I  will  take  thy  wives  before  thine  eyes  and  will  give  them 
to  thy  7ieighbour]  the  evident  reference  is  to  Absalom’s  conduct 
in  taking  possession  of  his  father’s  concubines.  — 12.  The  pun¬ 
ishment  should  be  as  public  as  the  crime  had  been  secret. — 

13.  David,  convicted  by  the  prophet’s  presentation,  confesses  his 
guilt.  He  is  assured  :  Yahweh  has  caused  thy  sin  to  pass  away] 
it  is  misleading  to  translate  has  forgiven.  The  sin  rested  upon 
David  and  would  work  death  for  him.  Yahweh  took  it  away  so 
that  he  should  not  die,  but  it  wrought  the  death  of  the  child. — 

14.  Nevertheless ,  because  thou  hast  scorned  Yahweh  in  this  thing, 
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the  child  that  is  born  to  thee  shall  surely  die ]  the  text  has  been 
altered  to  avoid  reading  an  offensive  expression.  —  15a.  The 
visit  of  Nathan,  or  rather  the  account  of  it,  is  concluded. 

7.  C’xxnj  &  Tfotricras  tovto  is  added  by©. — mm  iDN_nj]  Bu.  supposes  these 
words  with  what  follows  to  the  word  lrp  in  v.9,  to  be  a  later  expansion,  so 
that  the  original  connexion  was  :  Thou  art  the  man  !  Uriah  the  Hittite  hast 
thou  slain.  But  this  spoils  the  parable.  It  was  not  the  murder  that  was  the 
point  of  the  parable,  but  the  rape  of  the  neighbour’s  darling.  It  is  indeed 
explicable  that  this  should  be  lost  sight  of  in  a  measure  when  the  author  inter¬ 
poses  a  rehearsal  of  Yahweh’s  benefits.  Had  he  proceeded  at  once  to  the 
specification  of  the  crime,  he  would  have  put  the  adultery  in  the  foreground. 
But  while  this  accounts  for  the  order  of  the  clauses  in  the  text,  it  would  not 
justify  omission  of  the  adultery  from  the  accusation.  —  8.  "pj-m  rntrnN]  ra 
■navTa  rov  Kvpiov  crov  ©L :  *jnD  run  £>.  It  is  possible  that  there  was  originally 
a  reference  to  Michal,  the  daughter  of  Saul,  as  is  supposed  by  Kl.  —  no*nx 
nnmi  ^t:”]  as  njno  at  the  end  of  the  verse  palpably  refers  to  the  wives  of 
David,  there  is  strong  reason  to  think  that  £>  has  here  preserved  the  original 
reading,  the  daughters  of  Israel  and  Judah.  David  had  not  been  slow  to  take 
of  these  as  wives  and  concubines.  Geiger  classes  this  among  the  intentional 
changes  of  the  scribes,  and  We.’s  protest  seems  to  be  based  on  modern  rather 
than  ancient  feeling.  —  9.  nan  rux]  probably  we  should  read  n»x  with  ©L 
and  Theodotion  (Nestle).  At  the  conclusion  of  the  speech  we  expect  the 
crime  which  is  set  forth  in  the  parable  to  be  most  prominently  mentioned. 
The  received  text  gives  however :  Uriah  thou  hast  slain  with  the  sword,  his 
wife  thou  hast  taken  as  thy  wife,  and  him  thou  hast  slain  with  the  sword  of 
the  Ammonites.  This  is  confusing  from  its  double  mention  of  the  murder,  as 
well  as  its  reversal  of  the  true  order.  As  the  next  verse  comes  back  to  the 
crime  with  the  emphasis  upon  the  rape,  I  suspect  that  verse  to  have  preserved 
to  us  the  original  ending  of  this  one  in  the  words  'vn  npm,  which  would  be  the 
proper  continuation  of  v.9  after  irja.— 11,  12.  The  punishment  here  threat¬ 
ened  does  not  seem  to  be  within  the  plan  of  the  original  author  of  this  section. 
He  saw  the  punishment  of  David’s  sin  in  the  death  of  the  child.  This  was 
inflicted  even  after  David’s  repentance.  It  is  surprising  therefore  that  after 
the  repentance  this  punishment  (Absalom’s  insult)  should  not  be  alluded  to. 
Either  it  also  should  be  made  a  part  of  the  exemplary  chastisement,  or  it 
should  be  remitted.  The  inconsistency  of  the  present  recension  is  obvious, 
and  I  suspect  that  vv.u- 12  are  a  later  insertion.  The  original  train  of  thought 
dealt  somewhat  mildly  with  David:  he  had  indeed  taken  his  neighbour’s 
wife,  and  by  his  own  judgment  deserved  death;  but  his  repentance  secured  his 
reprieve;  the  sentence  was  commuted  to  the  death  of  the  child.  This  was  too 
mild  for  a  later  editor,  who  worked  over  9-12  as  already  shown.  — 14.  rxNO 
mm  ’a'N'nx]  The  verb  nowhere  means  cause  to  blaspheme.  The  only  sense 
appropriate  here  is  indicated  by  the  'jrta  of  v.10.  The  insertion  of  u'N  was 


XII.  14-24  325 

made  to  prevent  repetition  of  an  apparently  blasphemous  phrase  in  the  public 
reading  (Geiger,  Urschrift,  p.  267),  cf.  a  similar  instance  1  S.  25s2. 


15b-25.  The  death  of  the  child.  —  The  well-known  account 
needs  but  little  comment.  As  already  indicated,  the  half  verse  13b 
seems  to  have  joined  originally  to  n27:  Yahweh  was  displeased 
with  the  thing  which  David  had  done,  and  smote  the  child  .  .  . 
and  it  became  sick.  — 16.  David  does  not  show  any  indication 
that  the  doom  of  the  child  had  been  pronounced  by  the  prophet : 
David  besought  God  for  the  boy  and  fasted  strictly']  the  afflicting 
oneself  was  to  move  the  pity  of  Yahweh.  During  all  the  time  of 
the  illness,  he  came  in  cund  lay  on  the  earth]  we  naturally  suppose 
in  sackcloth  as  (§>L  reads,  and  we  naturally  suppose  also  that  it  was 
before  Yahweh,  though  this  is  rendered  doubtful  by  v.20.  17.  His 

courtiers,  the  elders  of  his  house,  stood  over  him  as  he  lay  on  the 
ground  to  raise  him  up]  the  Sheikhs  of  the  family  naturally  had 
large  influence  with  the  king.  —  18.  On  the  seventh  day  the  crisis 
of  the  disease  was  reached,  and  the  child  died.  —  And  the  officers 
of  David  were  afraid  to  tell  him]  by  a  very  natural  course  of 
reasoning :  how  shall  we  say :  the  child  is  dead,  so  that  he  will 
do  some  harm  ?]  something  desperate,  as  we  may  paraphrase.  — 
19.  The  effect  was  not  what  they  anticipated  :  David  saw  that  his 
courtiers  were  whispering  together  and  perceived  that  the  child  was 
dead.  —  20.  The  fact  that  he  came  to  the  house  of  Yahweh  and 
worshipped  after  changing  his  clothes  indicates  that  his  fasting 
had  not  been  there.  —  21.  The  officers  find  his  conduct  strange  : 
While  the  child  was  yet  alive  thou  didst  fast  and  weep,  but  when 
the  child  died  thou  didst  rise  tip  and  eat  bread]  the  fullest  expres¬ 
sion  of  grief  (fasting  and  weeping)  generally  comes  when  death 
has  occurred.  — 22.  The  explanation  is  that  by  fasting  and  weep¬ 
ing  he  hoped  to  move  Yahweh  :  Who  knoweth  whether  Yahweh 
will  have  mercy  and  so  the  child  will  live  ?]  where  we  should  say 
in  English  :  whether  Yahweh  may  not  have  mercy.  —  23.  But  the 
event  has  declared  itself:  Why  is  it  that  I  should  fast?  Am  I 
able  to  bring  him  back  ?  I  am  journeying  to  him,  but  he  will  not 
return  to  me]  some  sort  of  continued  existence  in  Sheol  seems  to 
be  implied.  —  24.  Bathsheba  bears  a  second  child  who  receives 
the  name  Solomon.  Whether  the  name  means  the  peaceful  is  im- 
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possible  to  say.  From  this  narrative  we  should  rather  conjecture 
recompense,  the  child  which  replaces  the  one  taken  away. — 

25.  The  verse  should  include  the  last  two  words  of  v.24:  And 
Yahweh  loved  him  and  sent  by  the  hand  of  Nathan  the  prophet 
and  called  his  name  JedidiaK\  that  is :  the  Beloved  of  Yahweh. 
The  phrase  at  the  end  of  the  verse  is  probably  to  be  corrected 
to  :  by  the  word  of  Yahweh. 

16.  soi]  the  tense  indicates  his  constant  custom  during  this  period. — 
noeo  jSi]  <3B  has  only  one  of  the  two  verbs,  whereas  (with  a  number  of 
Greek  MSS.)  has  icdl  indOevSev  ip  oaKKcp  =  puo  jSl.  The  same  reading  is 
probably  that  of  I  because  Ambrose  gives  in  cilicio  jacuit  (cited  by  Sabatier), 
and  the  Codex  Legionensis  has  et  dormivit  in  cilicio.  This  ancient  attesta¬ 
tion  makes  the  reading  important,  and  its  internal  probability  is  evident.  — 
21.  ’n  nV'n  map]  is  retained  by  Dr.  who  translates  on  account  of  the  child 
when  alive.  We.  had  however  acutely  conjectured  that  the  original  reading 
was  'n  mp,  and  this  is  confirmed  by  @L  and  as  well  as  by  the  following 
verse.  —  22.  mm]  the  correction  of  the  Qre  (mm)  is  unnecessary,  as  re¬ 
marked  by  Dr. —  24.  Nipu]  tnpni  Qre  is  unnecessary.  —  25.  mm  mp]  can 
hardly  be  correct.  We  must  read  mm  -ma  with  <9L  and  one  Hebrew  edition 
(Cappel,  Critica  Sacra,  p.  265).  SIL  add  12  nx. 

26-31.  The  account  of  the  siege  of  Rabba  is  resumed. — 

26.  Joab  takes  the  water  city ]  apparently  a  fortification  built  to 
protect  the  fountain  which  still  flows  at  Amman.  —  27,  28.  Joab, 
in  sending  the  news,  prefers  that  his  king  should  have  the  glory  : 
Gather  the  rest  of  the  people  and  camp  against  the  city  and  take  it, 
lest  I  take  the  city  and  it  be  called  by  my  name~\  as  Jerusalem  had 
received  the  name  City  of  David.  —  29.  The  advice  is  carried 
out,  and  David  captures  the  city.  —  30.  And  he  took  the  crown 
of  Milcont]  the  chief  god  of  the  Ammonites,  from  his  head,  and 
the  weight  of  it  was  a  talent  of  gold~\  the  weight  is  sufficient  to 
show  that  it  could  be  worn  only  by  a  statue.  — And  upon  it  was  a 
precious  stone  and  it  (the  stone)  came  upon  David's  head~\  a  par¬ 
allel  in  the  crown  of  the  Delian  Apollo  is  cited  by  Nestle  ( Mar - 
ginalien,  p.  17).  The  name  of  the  god  is  disguised  by  the 
punctuators  partly  from  reluctance  even  to  pronounce  the  name 
of  the  abomination,  partly  from  unwillingness  to  admit  that 
David’s  jewel  had  once  been  contaminated  by  contact  with  the 
idol.  —  31.  There  has  been  some  controversy  over  this  verse,  the 
question  being  whether  David  tortured  his  captives,  or  whether 
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he  put  them  at  hard  labour.  For  the  former  might  be  argued 
that  he  had  received  special  provocation,  both  in  the  insult  offered 
his  ambassadors  and  in  the  obstinate  resistance  to  the  siege.  But 
the  theory  cannot  be  consistently  carried  through  without  straining 
the  meaning  of  the  words.  The  most  probable  interpretation  is 
that  he  brought  out  the  people  and  set  them  at  the  saws  and  the 
picks  and  the  axes  and  made  them  work  at  the  brick-moulds ]  their 
lot,  which  could  be  compared  to  that  of  the  Israelites  in  Egypt, 
was  to  the  Bedawy,  and  scarcely  less  so  to  the  peasant,  the  most 
wretched  that  could  be  conceived. 

26.  roiSnn  ip]  is  called  just  below  D'cn  -vy,  which  should  be  restored 
here.  Rabba  itself  was  the  royal  city.  On  the  interchange  of  ro^D  and  O'D 
cf.  We.  Cheyne  conjectures  doSd  my  meaning  the  citadel,  Ex.  Times,  1898, 
p.  144.  —  30.  odSd]  is  vocalized  as  though  it  meant  their  king.  But  the 
crown  of  130  pounds’  weight  could  never  have  been  worn  by  a  man,  and  the 
king  would  certainly  not  have  sat  in  state  while  David  approached  and  took 
the  crown.  It  seems  quite  certain  therefore  that  the  idol  of  the  Ammonites  is 
meant,  whose  name  is  given  as  EpSp  1  K.  n5.  ©  has  here  MeAx<fA,  MeAx<l/.i, 

MoAx^m  and  other  forms,  in  the  various  MSS.,  while  ©L  conforms  to  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  punctuators.  —  pNi]  Chr.  has  px  rm  which  I  have  adopted,  as  it  is 
confirmed  by  S®  here.  The  received  text  would  assert  that  the  whole  crown 
was  placed  on  David’s  head.  —  31.  cam]  x  Chr.  203  has  lem  which  means  he 
sawed  them.  But  while  he  might  saw  them  with  saws,  the  other  instruments 
here  mentioned  would  be  without  an  appropriate  verb.  The  reading  has  crept 
into  ©L.  —  oniN  *vaym]  is  unintelligible.  The  Ktib  is  probably  right  in 
reading  pSi22.  The  pVn  is  however  not  the  brick  kiln  but  the  wooden  form 
in  which  the  clay  is  pressed  into  shape.  We  are  compelled  in  accordance 
with  this  to  change  mxijjn  into  mayn  with  Chr.  So  Gratz  ( Gesch .  I.  p.  256), 
and  Hoffmann,  ZATW.  II.  p.  53  ff. 


XIII.  1-XIV.  33.  The  violation  of  Tamar  and  the  conse¬ 
quences. —  The  story  is  well  known;  the  violation  of  his  sister  is 
avenged  by  Absalom  and  he  is  obliged  to  flee  the  country.  By  a 
device  of  Joab  the  king  is  induced  to  pronounce  in  favour  of  his 
recall.  The  history  throws  much  light  upon  the  social  condition 
of  the  people.  It  is  from  the  old  and  good  source  from  which  we 
have  so  much  of  David’s  history,  and  it  has  suffered  comparatively 
little  in  transmission. 

1-7.  A  stratagem  is  suggested  by  Jonadab  whereby  Tamar  will 
be  brought  into  the  power  of  her  brother.  —  1.  Tamar,  own  sister 
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to  Absalom,  was  beautiful  like  her  brother.  —  And  Amnon  son 
of  David~\  the  author  so  describes  him  to  show  that  he  was  only 
a  half  brother  to  Tamar.  From  32  we  learn  that  he  was  the  oldest 
son.  —  2.  And  Amnon  was  so  distressed  that  he  grew  sick ]  on 
account  of  the  apparent  hopelessness  of  his  passion  — for  she  was 
a  virgin ]  so  that  he  thought  it  impossible  to  make  any  approaches. 

—  3.  Jonadab  his  cousin  and  intimate  friend  was  a  very  wise  man, 
though  in  this  case  his  wisdom  was  put  to  base  uses. — 4.  The 
inquiry :  Why  art  thou  thus  weak,  O  Prince,  morning  by  morn¬ 
ing?  On  hearing  the  cause  the  adviser  has  a  device  ready. — 
5.  Amnon  was  to  feign  himself  sick  and  when  the  king  should 
visit  him,  to  say :  Let  Tamar  my  sister  come  and  give  me  to  eat 
and  prepare  the  food  in  my  sight,  that  I  may  see  it  and  eat  from 
her  hand~\  the  sick  fancy  was  likely  to  be  indulged  by  the  king. 

—  6.  At  the  visit  Amnon  asks  specifically  that  Tamar  may  make 
two  cakes  for  him.  —  7.  The  expected  result  came  about.  David 
commanded  Tamar :  Go  to  the  house  of  thy  brother  Amnon  arid 
prepare  him  food ]  we  suppose  that  each  of  the  adult  sons  of  the 
king  had  his  own  establishment ;  Amnon’s  house  and  servant  are 
mentioned  in  this  account. 

1.  pjE«]  proper  names  not  infrequently  end  in  p;  Gideon,  Abdon,  Eglon, 
and  others  are  examples,  cf.  Konig,  Lehrgebaude,  II.  p.  153.  2.  niSnnnS]  is 

used  just  below  in  the  sense  of  feigning  oneself  sick.  It  is  therefore  strange 
to  find  it  used  here  in  another  meaning,  and  it  is  possible  that  the  text  has 
suffered.  Ew.  proposes  to  read  PiSmnS  =  to  gr-ow  weak,  and  Kl.  SSnnnS  =  to 
become  insane.  The  latter  is  attractive.  The  reason  given  why  Amnon 
despaired  of  any  attempt  is  that  she  was  a  virgin;  the  implication  being  that 
the  virgin  had  less  freedom  than  the  married  woman  or  widow.  —  3.  It  is 
somewhat  surprising  to  find  Jonadab  called  a  wise  man.  —  tnrp]  ©L  calls  him 
Jonathan  which  is  the  name  of  another  son  of  Shimeah,  2121.  —  5.  Snnm]  it 
is  not  necessary  in  this  passage  to  read  SSnnm  (Kl.) ;  the  capricious  appetite 
of  a  sick  man  would  claim  the  indulgence  of  the  king  quite  as  readily  as  the 
delirium  of  one  who  feigned  himself  mad. —  6.  The  request  for  two  heart- 
shaped  cakes  is  not  intended  as  a  play  on  the  situation. 

8.  Tamar  came  to  the  house,  and  took  dough  and  kneaded  it 
and  made  cakes  as  he  looked  on,  and  baked  the  cakes ]  all  as 
Amnon  had  desired.  —  9.  The  verse  interrupts  the  narrative  and 
makes  insoluble  difficulties.  It  is  probably  therefore  an  interpo¬ 
lation. — 10.  At  Amnon’s  command  she  brings  the  food  to  him 
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in  the  inner  room.  The  house  probably  had  only  a  public  room 
and  a  chamber. — 11.  He  solicits  her  to  unchastity.  —  12.  She 
refuses  :  Do  not  force  me,  my  brother ]  Jd.  1924,  for  it  is  not  so  done 
in  Israel ]  the  implication  is  that  such  practices  were  known 
among  the  Canaanites.  — 13.  The  clear-minded  maiden  sees  the 
character  of  the  deed,  and  its  consequences  both  to  herself  and 
to  him  :  As  for  me,  whither  could  I  carry  my  sha?ne  ?  And  thou 
shouldst  become  as  one  of  the  fools  !  And  yet  she  would  not  refuse 
an  honourable  life  with  him  :  Now  speak  to  the  king,  for  he  will 
not  withhold  me  from  the  e]  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  this  is 
a  subterfuge,  an  attempt  to  gain  time.  It  must  have  plausibility 
even  if  it  were  only  that.  We  are  forced  to  conclude  that  marriage 
with  a  half-sister  was  allowed  in  Israel  at  this  time,  as  is  indeed 
evident  from  Ezek.  2211,  cf.  what  was  said  above,  on  f. — 14.  He 
overpowered  her  and  accomplished  his  purpose.  — 15.  The  deed 
was  followed  by  a  revulsion  of  feeling :  the  hatred  with  which  he 
hated  her  was  greater  than  the  love  with  which  he  had  loved  her] 
he  therefore  bids  her  begone.  — 16.  The  sense  has  been  best  pre¬ 
served  to  us  in  (@L  which  reads  :  And  she  said  :  No,  my  brother; 
for  greater  is  the  second  wrong  than  the  first  which  thou  didst  me, 
in  sending  me  away.  The  received  text  can  be  translated  only  by 
violence.  — 17.  The  sentence  begins  with  the  last  words  of  10 : 
And  he  would  not  listen  to  her,  but  called  his  lad  that  served  him 
and  said:  Put  this  wench  forth  from  my  presence ]  the  language  is 
the  language  of  contempt  and  injury.  — 18.  The  verse  originally 
told  only  that  the  servant  obeyed  the  order.  — 19.  Tamar  put 
ashes  on  her  head  and  rent  the  long-sleeved  tunic  which  she  wore, 
and  put  her  hand  upon  her  head']  all  signs  of  intense  grief,  cf. 
Est.  41  2  K.  58  Jer.  237.  —  20.  Absalom  meets  her  and  perceives 
the  trouble  :  Has  Amnon  thy  brother  been  with  thee  ?]  possibly 
Amnon’s  reputation  was  not  of  the  best.  The  family  ties  how¬ 
ever  prevent  summary  vengeance ;  there  is  nothing  for  it  but 
silence  :  Now,  my  sister,  be  silent,  for  he  is  thy  brother ;  do  not  lay 
this  thing  to  heart!  The  sooner  we  can  forget  the  family  dis¬ 
grace,  the  better.  So  Tamar  dwelt,  a  desolate  woman,  in  the 
house  of  Absalom  her  brother.  —  21 .  Although  David  was  angry, 
vet  he  did  not  vex  the  soul  of  Amnon  his  son  [by  chastisement], 
for  he  loved  him,  because  he  was  his  first-born]  the  sentence, 
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which  is  necessary  to  the  sense,  must  be  completed  from  (3,  a 
part  having  fallen  out  of  —  22.  Absalom,  though  filled  with 
hatred  for  Amnon  from  that  time  on,  did  not  betray  his  feeling  in 
any  way. 

8.  Snorn]  the  verb  generally  means  to  boil.  —  9.  mtpon]  occurs  only  here. 
Kl.  followed  by  Bu.  proposes  to  read  nWwrcrrpN  jnpm,  and  she  called  the 
servant,  cf.  v.17.  But  in  any  case,  there  is  a  contradiction*  between  this  and 
the  following  verse.  Whoever  placed  the  cakes  before  Amnon,  it  is  clear 
that  if  they  were  already  there  he  could  not  command  them  to  be  brought  to 
him.  That  he  himself  (the  sick  man)  moved  into  the  chamber  after  they  had 
once  been  put  before  him  is  improbable,  and  is  not  intimated  in  the  text. 
The  simplest  supposition  is  that  this  verse  has  been  inserted  by  some  one  who 
supposed  that  it  was  necessary  to  clear  the  room.  — 12.  ."icy]  Gen.  347;  the 
tense  indicates  customary  action.  Sins  of  this  kind  are  elsewhere  called  nSat 
as  here.  — 14.  'D  ptm  cf.  i  S.  1750.  —  ppn]  should  be  pointed  nnN:  nny 
3  MSS. :  ,ueT’  aiirijs  <3.  — 16.  rnix-1?N]  is  not  found  elsewhere,  mix  Sy 
occurs  with  the  meaning  because  of.  But  this  requires  to  be  completed  by 
the  following  words;  and  while  we  might  suppose  such  a  sentence  as:  and 
she  said  to  him  because  of  this  great  evil,  we  are  at  a  loss  to  continue.  There 
seems  no  doubt  therefore  that  the  text  is  corrupt  and  that  we  should  restore 
o  tin  Vx  with  @Ll  (We.,  Dr.,  Bu.).  The  presumption  being  thus  in  favour 
of  (®L  we  should  probably  adopt  its  further  reading:  neydAt)  v  Kaida  rj  ioxdrr) 
virep  r^v  irpuTtju,  though  some  propose  to  read  mnxD  nmn  njnn  nSru  which 
is  a  little  nearer  pj.  — 17.  lms’D  nyfpx]  as  the  verb  which  follows  is  plural 
it  is  not  improbable  that  we  should  read  inyj :  (5  has  rb  ncubdpiov  adrod 
t bv  TTpo£<jTr\t<6Ta  rod  oIkov.  PNT  is  contemptuous  and  intimates  that  her 

presence  was  burdensome  to  him. — 18.  The  first  half  verse  is  explanatory  of 
the  term  o'Da  nine  in  v.19.  It  interrupts  the  narrative  here,  and  is  probably  a 
marginal  gloss  which  has  been  inserted  in  the  wrong  place.  —  oS’jrn]  should 
be  oSiyn  (We.).  The  whole  verse  is  lacking  in  5.  syji  is  incorrect,  it  should 
be  Syn. —  19.  lax]  for  putting  on  the  head  in  grief  icy  is  more  common,  cf. 
Ez.  2730.  D'Dsn  pjnc  is  here  rendered  rbv  x^Siva  r bv  Kapirurbv  by  ©B,  but 
these  words  are  given  as  the  rendering  of  Aq.  by  Theod. :  r.  x • T-  a<TTpaya\<i>r6i' 
seems  to  be  the  true  reading  of  @.  Josephus  combines  the  two:  having 
sleeves  and  reaching  down  to  the  ankles.  —  20.  prrx  which  occurs  nowhere 
else  has  been  conjectured  to  be  a  diminutive  of  contempt.  The  analogies  in 
Hebrew  are  so  uncertain  that  it  seems  safer  to  assume  a  mere  clerical  error. 
Kl.  conjectures  d:pxp  :  has  indeed  thy  brother  been  with  thee.  —  ncc!:>i] 
XVptvovcra  ©B  seems  to  omit  the  conjunction,  ©L  has  a  duplicate  translation. 
—  21.  The  verse  is  incomplete  in  while  ©  has  an  apt  conclusion:  ku 1  ovk 
Iximjcre  rb  irvevp.a  ’A/j.vcdv  rod  vlod  aurod,  on  ayana  avriv,  on  irpurbroKos  avrod 


*  As  pointed  out  by  Stade,  ThLZ.  21,  6. 
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fiv,  adopted  by  Th.  and  others.  The  occasion  of  its  omission  is  its  beginning 
with  nSi  like  the  next  verse. — 22.  It  is  a  question  whether  the  mention  of 
Absalom’s  hate  belongs  here.  His  motive  for  silence  would  seem  to  be  rather 
a  desire  that  his  designs  should  not  be  suspected. 

23-29.  Absalom  avenges  his  sister’s  wrong.  —  23.  Two  years 
later,  Absalom  had  shearers ;  the  sheep  shearing  was  a  time  of 
feasting,  cf.  i  S.  25*;  in  Baal  Hazor  near  Ephraim]  the  place 
has  been  identified  with  some  probability  about  20  miles  north  of 
Jerusalem.  To  the  festival  he  invited  all  the  sons  of  the  king. — 
24.  The  invitation  is  made  to  include  the  king  and  his  officers. 

—  25.  The  king  declines,  lest  the  multitude  be  burdensome  to 
Absalom,  and  on  being  urged  gives  him  his  blessing  as  an  indica¬ 
tion  that  enough  has  been  said.  —  26.  Then  if  not,  let  Amnon  my 
brother  go  with  us]  the  request  seems  to  have  aroused  some  sus¬ 
picion.  —  27.  On  further  urging,  all  the  princes  were  allowed  to 
go.  —  28.  Absalom  made  a  feast  like  the  feast  of  a  king]  a  clause 
accidentally  lost  from  J^.  The  servants  were  ordered  to  kill 
Amnon  as  soon  as  he  was  under  the  influence  of  the  wine. — 
29.  The  order  was  carried  out,  and  all  the  king's  sons  rose  and 
each  mounted  his  mule  and  fled.  That  Absalom  intended  to 
secure  the  throne  for  himself  by  massacring  all  competitors 
would  be  a  not  remote  inference. 

23.  nxn  cf.  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  177.  —  anoN-oj>]  the  preposition  indicates 
that  a  place  is  intended  and  not  the  tribe.  (SL  Vocppatp.  indicates  that  the  first 
letter  should  be  y.  And  as  we  know  of  an  Ephron  in  Benjamin,  we  may 
restore  it  here.  —  24.  The  invitation  is  here  made  more  extensive  than  is  inti¬ 
mated  in  the  preceding  verse.  This,  with  the  almost  incredible  naivete  with 
which  Absalom  insists  upon  the  presence  of  Amnon,  makes  me  suspect  that 
w .24-27  are  a  later  expansion  of  the  account.  —  25.  yion]  1  S.  2823  (Bu.  ii'D’i). 

—  lroum]  can  be  intended  only  as  a  termination  of  the  interview,  which  is 
prolonged  only  because  Absalom  modifies  his  request.- — 26.  n^i]  is  to  be 
understood  as  in  2  K.  517.  Similar  construction  in  the  affirmative  form  (V'l) 
are  Jd.  613  2  K.  io15  (We.).  It  is  not  necessary  therefore  to  point  nSi,  though 
that  also  would  make  good  sense  (Th.).  The  mention  of  Amnon  alone  here, 
when  in  fact  all  the  sons  went,  emphasizes  the  incongruity  of  these  verses  with 
the  main  narrative.  —  28.  We  must  insert  with  (§  qSnn  nncc2  nne>D  oibii’iiN  ipyi 
(Th.).  The  words  have  been  lost  by  homeoteleuton. 

30.  Rumour  exaggerated  the  calamity,  reporting  that  Absalom 
had  slain  all  the  princes,  without  exception,  —  31.  The  king  rent 
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his  clothes  and  threw  himself  on  the  ground,  and  all  his  officers  who 
were  standing  by  him  rent  their  clothes ]  for  the  slight  emendation 
of  the  text  see  the  critical  note.  —  32.  Jonadab  was  in  the  coun¬ 
sel  of  Absalom,  or  else  shrewd  enough  to  suspect  the  true  state  of 
the  case  :  Let  not  my  Lord  think  they  have  slain  all  the  young  men, 
the  king's  sons,  for  Amnon  alone  is  dead ]  this  he  was  able  to 
conclude  from  Absalom’s  mien,  from  the  day  of  the  violation  of 
Tamar.  —  33.  The  conclusion  drawn  by  Jonadab  is  that  Amnon 
alone  is  dead.  —  34.  The  opening  words  are  corrupt  beyond  res¬ 
toration.  What  we  expect  is  a  temporal  phrase  such  as  :  While 
fonadab  was  yet  speaking,  continued  by  the  statement :  the  watch¬ 
man  lifted  tip  his  eyes.  The  rest  of  the  verse  has  in  Jf)  lost  a  sen¬ 
tence  which  is  preserved  in  (!§.  Restoring  it  we  read :  The 
watchman  lifted  up  his  eyes  and  saw,  and  behold,  much  people 
were  coming  \on  the  Beth-Horon  road,  on  the  descent;  and  the 
watchman  came  and  told  the  king,  saying :  L  see  men  coming]  from 
the  Beth-Horon  road  on  the  side  of  the  hilT\  the  words  in  brackets 
were  omitted  by  a  scribe,  owing  to  similarity  of  ending  to  what 
precedes.  The  watchman  being  on  the  tower,  it  is  necessary 
that  he  should  come  and  tell  the  king.  —  35.  Jonadab  sees  in  this 
the  confirmation  of  what  he  has  said.  —  36.  The  arriving  party 
and  those  who  had  been  looking  for  them  join  in  loud  lamenta¬ 
tion,  cf.  Jd.  212 — 37,  38.  The  text  is  confused.  First,  we  have 
a  statement  of  Absalom’s  flight,  then  we  are  told  that  the  king- 
mourned  for  his  son  continually,  then  we  are  told  again  of  Absa¬ 
lom’s  flight.  Besides  this,  a  perpetual  mourning  is  contradicted 
by  v.39  which  speaks  of  David’s  being  comforted.  The  accepted 
solution  of  the  difficulty  is  to  throw  out  38a  as  a  later  insertion  and 
arrange  the  rest  in  the  following  order  :  And  he  mourned  for  his 
son  continually.  But  Absalom  fled  and  went  to  Talmai,  son  of 
Ammihud,  king  of  Geshur,  and  was  there  three  years]  the  emenda¬ 
tion  originated  with  Bottcher  and  is  adopted  by  We.,  Dr.,  Bu. 
On  the  other  hand,  Kl.  supposes  the  continually  \_all  the  days]  to 
refer  to  the  three  years  of  Absalom’s  banishment  and  therefore 
puts :  and  the  king  mourned  for  his  son  all  that  time  after  v.38. 
It  is  possible  that  neither  conjecture  has  restored  the  original. 
Absalom’s  mother  was  a  daughter  of  Talmai,  3s.  —  39.  The  verse 
forms  the  transition  to  what  follows.  Emending  by  we  read  : 
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And  the  spirit  of  the  king  longed  to  go  out  to  Absalom  his  son,  for 
he  was  comforted  for  the  death  of  his  son  Amnon. 

31.  dhj:  'jnp  O'axj  m3jr*73i]  means :  while  all  his  servants  stood  with  re?il 
clothes.  But  as  pointed  out  by  Th.  (We.,  Dr.)  this  is  not  to  the  point. 
renders  onnja  n«  ijnp  vSy  d'ixji  viajrSai  which  fits  the  rest  of  the  verse. — 
32.  '|*7Di“'.j3]  is  superfluous  and  probably  an  insertion.  —  inn  'in  '2-Py-'D 
nD'if]  is  obscure  :  for  on  the  month  of  Absalom  it  was  set — his  death  is  to  be 
supplied  if  we  retain  the  text.  But  Absalom  had  not  betrayed  his  intention  in 
speech,  even  if  we  can  accept  nmiP  as  a  passive  participle.  It  seems  more 
likely  that  nn'tf  is  a  noun  meaning  a  scowl  (as  argued  by  We.,  Dr.),  or  that  it 
is  a  corruption.  Ginsburg  reads  noisy .  Ew.  proposes  nntaiy  : — enmity.  Even 
in  this  case  we  should  expect  'jtrSjj  instead  of  ’D_*7J?.  According  to  oriental 
custom  Absalom  would  show  his  anger  in  his  face,  even  when  trying  to  avoid 
an  open  quarrel.  —  34.  diSbon  tra'i]  confirmed  by  <5,  is  nevertheless  difficult 
to  place.  The  most  plausible  thing  to  do  if  the  words  are  to  be  retained  is  to 
make  them  the  conclusion  of  Jonadab’s  address :  Amnon  alone  is  dead  and 
Absalom  has  fled  (so  that  he  will  not  inflict  further  damage).  But  even  thus 
the  statement  is  unnecessary.  The  words  may  have  crept  in  by  a  simply  stupid 
error  of  a  scribe  whose  thought  anticipated  v.37.  But  it  is  more  probable  that 
they  are  a  corruption  of  something  which  can  only  be  conjectured.  A  plausi¬ 
ble  conjecture  is  that  of  Kl.,  adopted  by  Bu.  in  the  shape  DiStP  vtin  inn.  My 
own  conjecture  is  that  the  author  wrote  I3ip  ny  Mini  or  something  equivalent. 
The  report  of  the  murder  cannot  have  long  preceded  the  coming  of  the 
princes.  —  C'3*7l]  after  this  word,  <3  has  preserved  for  us  a  line,  also  originally 
ending  with  DOin  which  has  fallen  out  of  pj.  It  is  restored  by  Th.,  We.,  Dr., 
Bu.,  KL,  in  substantially  the  same  form,  to  wit :  icin  son  moa  D\nn  qua 
□oSi  D'S’jN  unto  idn’I  q*70*7  am.  The  second  ooSn  is  not  represented  in  ©, 
but  it  was  probably  in  the  original  pj  because  without  it  the  following  *piD  is 
harsh,  and  its  presence  alone  fully  explains  the  error  of  the  scribe.  For  qiiD 
1'in.x  it  is  evident  that  <5  had  O’Jin  “|li!3,  (SB  Ik  -rfiy  bSov  rf/s  ’npwvrjv  (Swpdi/r 
©L).  The  Beth-Horon  road  comes  down  from  the  north.- — 37,  38.  On  the 
restoration  cf.  Dr.  who  (following  We.)  supposes  that  a  scribe  erroneously 
began  the  paragraph  with  lieu  .  .  .  oiVcom  and  then  discovered  that  he  had 
omitted  an  las-smi.  He  inserted  the  omitted  words,  and  then  to  get  a  proper 
connexion  repeated  37a  in  a  shortened  form.*  umajt  Kt.  is  made  ni'Ey  Qre, 
which  is  favoured  by  —  39.  q^cri  in  Sam]  cannot  be  construed.  <5iL  evi¬ 
dently  read  1*701  mi  *73.11.  For  1*73  in  the  sense  to  be  consumed  with  desire, 
cf.  Ps.  84s  1437.  It  does  not  seem  to  be  necessary  to  change  nN2!*7  (Bu.  reads 
INI1?,  Kl.  riN^S)  —  for  the  king’s  longing  might  easily  be  described  as  a  long¬ 
ing  to  go  out  to  Absalom,  though  his  pride  would  not  let  him  go. 


*  It  is  possible  that  originally  David  was  said  to  mourn  over  both  his  sons  the 
dead  and  the  banished. 
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XIV.  1-11.  Joab  devises  a  fictitious  case  by  which  to  appeal  to 
the  king.  He  knew  that  the  king's  heart  was  towa?-ds  Absalom. 

—  2.  He  sent  to  Tekoah,  a  town  in  Judah,  and  took  thence  a  wise 
woman']  probably  one  already  known  to  him  by  reputation.  He 
directs  her  to  play  the  mourner  :  Put  on  mourning  garments,  and 
do  not  anoint  thyself,  and  become  like  a  woman  now  many  days 
mourning  for  one  dead.  —  3.  In  this  plight  she  was  to  present 
herself  as  a  suppliant  for  justice  before  the  king.  —  4.  And  the 
Tekoitc  woman  came,  and  after  the  customary  prostration  cried : 
Help,  O  king,  help l — 5.  To  the  king’s  question  :  What  ails  thee? 
she  replies :  Verily  I  am  a  widow,  and  my  husband  is  dead]  a 
pleonasm  which  may  well  be  excused  in  the  circumstances.  — 
6.  The  case  is  this :  the  family  being  reduced  to  two  brothers, 
these  two  quarrelled  in  the  field  when  there  was  no  one  to  interfere 
and  one  smote  the  other  and  killed  him.  —  7.  The  result  is  the 
probable  extirpation  of  the  family,  for  :  The  whole  clan  has  risen 
up  against  thy  servant  and  say:  Deliver  up  the  smiter  of  his 
brother,  that  we  may  slay  him  for  the  life  of  his  brother  whom  he 
has  killed,  and  we  will  destroy  the  [only]  heir.  In  the  flow  of  her 
speech  the  woman  gives  the  result  as  part  of  the  purpose  of  the 
avengers.  The  procedure  is  quite  in  accordance  with  clan  cus¬ 
tom,  and  yet  the  result  will  be  a  calamity :  They  will  quench  my 
remaining  coal  so  as  not  to  leave  my  husband  name  or  remnant 
on  the  face  of  the  ground.  Extremum  jus  extrema  injuria.  The 
extinction  of  a  family  is  dreaded  as  one  of  the  chief  misfortunes. 

—  8.  David  gives  a  promise  to  see  that  the  woman  and  her  son 
are  protected.  —  9.  She  is  not  satisfied  with  this  :  Upon  me,  my 
lord  the  king,  be  the  guilt  and  upon  my  father's  house ;  and  the 
king  and  his  throne  shall  l>e  innocent]  the  insinuation  is  that  David 
has  simply  put  her  off  with  a  promise,  because  he  does  not  wish 
to  involve  himself — his  defence  of  the  guilty  son  would  make  him 
partaker  of  the  guilt.  — 10.  David  makes  a  more  distinct  decree, 
empowering  the  woman  to  bring  her  prosecutors  into  the  royal 
presence  :  Him  that  speaks  to  thee,  bring  before  me  and  he  shall 
not  touch  thee  again.  — 11.  This  is  enough  if  only  it  can  be  made 
sure,  and  the  petitioner  therefore  asks  an  oath  :  Let  the  king  name 
Yahweh  thy  God,  not  to  let  the  avenger  of  blood  destroy,  and  they 
shall  not  exterminate  my  son.  The  king  swears  accordingly  :  By 
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the  life  of  Yahweh  a  hair  of  thy  son  shall  not  fall  to  the  ground ] 
the  object  of  this  importunity  is  to  make  sure  that  David’s  mind 
is  fully  made  up,  before  the  application  is  made  to  the  case  of 
Absalom. 

1.  DiWaN-1??]  the  interchange  of  by  and  has  already  been  remarked. 
With  by  we  should  expect  a  verb;  reading  Sn  we  get  a  tolerable  sense. — 
2.  njnpn]  the  location  was  recovered  by  Robinson  (BA\2  I.  p.  486),  two 
hours  south  of  Bethlehem.  —  4.  UDNni]  of  most  editions  is  a  careless  scribe’s 
mistake  for  Nan',  which  is  found  in  40  MSS.  of  as  in  ©<g®3L.  At  the  end 
of  the  verse  ©  adds  a  second  njnsnn,  which  seems  original  (Th.).  —  5.  lon] 
as  in  1  K.  I43. —  6.  lou]  ought  of  course  to  be  the  singular.  A  scribe  had  in 
mind  the  phrase  they  strove  one  with  another,  in  which  case  the  plural  would 
be  allowable.  —  nnNrvnN]  rbv  aSeAtpbv  avrov  ©r'  is  attractive  and  perhaps 
original.  —  7.  n-PDttUl]  for  which  S  renders  as  though  it  found  wsipu,  is  sup¬ 
ported  by  ©  and  is  probably  correct  (We.,  Dr.  al.). —  10.  intom]  for  inptom, 
and  therefore  to  be  read  UPNani  (We.).  — 11.  “pn^N]  6ebv  avrou  ©B.  The 
more  difficult  is  to  be  preferred.  — nonnc]  the  pointing  is  difficult  to  account 
for.  Kl.  conjectures  wnnn,  which  fits  the  sense. 

12-20.  The  application.  —  The  woman  first  asks  and  receives 
permission  to  say  a  word.  — 13.  Her  rebuke  of  the  king  is  ex¬ 
pressed  in  a  question  :  And  why  dost  thou  devise  against  the  people 
of  God  a  thing  like  this  —  and  the  king  in  speaking  this  word  is  as 
one  guilty  —  in  order  that  the  king  may  not  bring  back  his  ban¬ 
ished?  The  people  of  God  are  in  her  own  case;  the  heir  is  likely 
to  be  cut  off.  David  in  his  treatment  of  Absalom  is  devising 
against  them  just  what  the  Thekoites  were  devising  against  the 
plaintiff  in  the  case  alleged.  — 14.  The  first  half  of  the  verse  is 
plain  :  For  we  die  atid  are  as  water  spilled  upon  the  ground  which 
cannot  be  gathered ]  the  point  is  that  Amnon  is  dead  and  cannot 
be  brought  back  by  any  harshness  towards  Absalom.  The  rest  of 
the  verse  is  entirely  obscure.  Conjecturally  the  conclusion  is  an 
exhortation  to  the  king  not  to  keep  his  banished  son  in  perpetual 
banishment.  The  conjecture  of  Ew.,  accepted  by  most  recent 
scholars,  makes  the  whole  second  half  of  the  verse  mean  :  And 
God  will  not  take  away  the  life  of  him  who  devises  plans  not  to 
banish  from  him  a  banished  one.  But  it  can  hardly  be  said  that 
this  is  much  encouragement  to  David.  — 15.  The  woman  excuses 
herself  for  appearing  before  the  king :  For  the  people  made  me 
afraid.  She  still  talks  as  though  her  suit  were  the  main  purpose 
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of  her  visit.  — 16.  For  the  king  will  hear,  to  deliver  his  servant 
from  the  hatid  of  the  yuan  who  seeks  to  destroy  me  and  my  son 
from  the  heritage  of  Yahweh]  this  is  a  part  of  the  reflection  which 
induced  her  to  come  before  the  king.  — 17.  The  woman  con¬ 
cludes  her  speech  :  The  word  of  my  lord  the  king  will  be  a  com¬ 
fort]  literally,  a  resting  place.  The  reason  is  the  wisdom  of  the 
king :  for  like  the  angel  of  God  is  my  lord  the  king  to  hear  good 
and  evil']  and  to  discern  between  them,  is  of  course  implied.  — 
And  Yahweh  thy  God  be  with  thee]  is  evidently  her  parting  bless¬ 
ing. — 18.  The  king  does  not  let  her  go  until  his  curiosity  is  satis¬ 
fied  on  one  point,  and  so  asks  her  not  to  conceal  that  one  thing. — 
19.  The  question  concerns  the  agency  of  Joab,  and  the  answer  is 
an  admiring  testimony  to  the  king’s  shrewdness  :  By  thy  life,  my 
lord  the  king,  I  cannot  turn  to  the  right  or  the  left  from  all  that 
my  lord  the  king  has  spoken.  His  question  contains  an  affirmation, 
and  the  affirmation  is  correct.  —  20.  In  order  to  change  the  face 
of  the  affair]  that  is,  the  affair  of  Absalom  —  did  thy  servant  foab 
this  thing]  an  excuse  for  Joab  and  his  instrument.  The  final 
compliment  to  the  wisdom  of  the  king  is  intended  to  say  that  his 
decision  is  certain  to  be  right. 

13.  nami]  pointed  as  though  a  Hithpael,  with  assimilation  of  the  n,  Ges.23, 
§  54 c.  The  last  clause  is  explanatory  of  n«T3  (We.,  Dr.),  which  refers  to  the 
case  of  the  woman  herself  as  just  alleged.  (§L  (following  Theodotion)  had  a 
different  text,  which  however  cannot  be  restored  with  certainty.  — 14.  rilD'u 
ni3j]  ©L  makes  the  point  more  plain  by  rendering  oti  r ldvT}Ktv  6  vlis  oov, 
meaning  Amnon.  —  cm  oviSx  N£’i-vsS>]  the  clause  as  it  stands  is  incompre¬ 
hensible.  Taken  with  what  follows,  it  might  be  forced  to  mean:  and  God 
does  not  take  away  life,  but  devises  plans  that  his  banished  be  not  banished  from 
him  (so  substantially  RV.).  In  this  case  the  long  suffering  of  God,  in  not 
taking  away  the  sinner  until  he  has  had  opportunity  to  repent,  would  be  set 
forth  as  an  example  to  David.  The  objections  are  obvious.  The  assertion 
that  God  does  not  take  away  a  life  before  doing  so  and  so  is  entirely  too  sweep¬ 
ing.  Common  observation  shows  that  this  is  not  his  rule.  Moreover,  the 
statement  that  God  devises  devices  that  his  banished  be  not  banished  is  obscure 
and  without  Old  Testament  analogy.  The  most  obvious  conjecture  is  to  read 
3'2’ni  for  ati’m  and,  joining  it  with  the  preceding,  render  And  God  does  not 
take  away  a  soul  and  then  return  it,  that  is :  death  is  irrevocable.  We  are 
then  left  without  a  connexion  for  what  follows.  <*§B  omits  nS  :  «al  A^jtufierai 
o  0ec is  i puxvv,  Kal  \oyi<,6/j.evos  too  iguoat  air’  avrov  i^oxrfitvov,  which  does  not 
give  any  help.  (551,  which  seems  to  have  the  translation  of  Theodotion  (Field) 
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gives  us :  ual  ovk  £\w'ifci  in’  avTiji  \ l/v-gf,  which  connects  well  with  what  pre¬ 
cedes —  and  no  one  hopes  for  it  (?  the  water,  some  MSS.  have  axnSiv).  This 
evidently  substitutes  an^N  or  vSn  for  the  2'nSx  of  and  makes  cb:  the  subject 
of  the  verb.  In  view  of  the  difficulty  we  find  in  understanding  the  received 
text,  this  seems  acceptable.  On  the  same  authority  the  last  clause  means : 
Yet  the  king  devises  a  plan  to  keep  away  from  him  one  banished !  (The  excla¬ 
mation  is  an  intimation  that  this  ought  not  to  be),  reading  iSdh  for  'nbab,  and 
rrub  for  m\  We.  objects  to  the  phrase  banish  a  banished  one,  but  it  does  not 
seem  difficult.  Ew.  changes  acm  in  the  received  text  to  2U»in,  and  is  followed 
by  We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  Ki.  — 15.  ii£\x]  omitted  by  two  MSS.  of  pj,  is  in  fact 
redundant.  But  the  author  is  reproducing  the  speech  of  a  woman  of  the 
people.  —  \nN  "l^on]  is  not  the  usual  order  and  'tin  is  lacking  in  <55L.  — 
16.  ty'Nn]  add  cpacn  with  <@  (Th.  al.).  —  D'nSx]  seem  to  have  read 

Him,  which  is  better.  — 17.  -jnnsii']  restore  with  <55B,  for  this  is  evidently 
the  concluding  part  of  the  woman’s  speech.  —  nruD1?]  a  resting  place,  some¬ 
thing  in  which  one  may  feel  secure.  —  0'nSs<n  inSdd]  we  find  the  same  com¬ 
parison  in  1928,  where  also  the  point  is  the  ability  to  discern  the  right,  cf.  v.20 
njn1?.  — 19.  i£\s-on]  usually  taken  to  be  for  in  the  meaning  it  is  not 

possible.  The  form  however  is  unusual  —  the  text  is  suspicious  in  the  only 
other  case  of  its  occurrence,  Mic.  610.  The  conjecture  of  Perles  ( Analekten 
zur  Textkritik  des  Alien  Testamentes,  p.  30)  is  therefore  plausible,  that  we 
should  read  biipn,  for  which  also  £$  n’£2D  may  be  cited. 

21-24.  Absalom  is  brought  back  but  not  received  at  court. — 

21.  Joab,  as  a  high  officer  of  the  court,  was  standing  by  the  king 
during  the  woman’s  plea.  David  turns  to  him  and  says  :  Behold 
I  have  done  this  thing ]  the  thing  asked  is  granted,  and  so  in  pur¬ 
pose  is  already  accomplished.  —  22.  Joab  expresses  his  thanks  in 
language  that  shows  how  much  the  matter  lies  on  his  heart.  Why 
Joab  should  have  such  an  interest  in  Absalom  is  not  apparent.  — 
23,  24.  Joab  brings  Absalom  back,  but  the  king  commands :  Let 
him  turn  aside  to  his  own  house,  and  my  face  he  shall  not  see]  the 
return  was  therefore  not  a  restoration  to  the  favour  of  the  king. 

21.  the  Qre  in  some  editions  is  and  so  20  codd.  in  DeRossi. 

But  the  best  editions  point  according  to  the  consonantal  text.  - — 22.  roy]  the 
Qre  perversely  commands  "p2y,  which  is  found  in  16  codd.,  but  not  sustained 
by  the  versions. 

25-27.  The  author  or  the  redactor  inserts  a  panegyric  of  Absa¬ 
lom’s  personal  beauty,  and  an  account  of  his  family.  The  latter 
contradicts  1818,  and  the  whole  breaks  the  connexion  of  the  narra¬ 
tive.  There  seems  no  reason  however  to  put  the  paragraph  at  a 
z 
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very  late  date,  unless  it  be  the  mention  of  the  standard  weight  as 
the  royal  weight ;  and  this  seems  difficult  to  date  exactly.  The 
fact  of  Absalom’s  personal  beauty  may  have  been  a  matter  of  early 
tradition.  The  author  emphasizes  a  similar  fact  in  the  case  of 
Adonijah  i  K.  i6.  —  25.  No  man  in  Israel  was  so  praiseworthy 
as  Absalom  ;  from  the  sole  of  his  foot  to  his  crown  there  was  no 
blemish  in  him  ]  David  also  seems  to  have  had  great  personal 
beauty.  • — -  26.  The  main  sentence  is  :  and  when  he  shaved  his 
head,  he  would  weigh  his  hair,  two  hundred  shekels  by  the  king's 
weight ]  the  shaving  of  the  head  had  some  religious  signification, 
as  we  see  in  the  Nazirites.  The  specification  of  the  king's  weight 
points  to  a  time  when  Assyrian  or  Babylonian  measures  had  begun 
to  be  used  in  Palestine  (We.).  The  main  sentence  is  interrupted 
by  a  parenthesis  telling  that  the  shaving  of  the  head  took  place 
once  a  year.  —  27.  The  verse  gives  Absalom  three  sons  and  a 
daughter.  The  harmony  of  this  with  iB18  is  secured  by  supposing 
that  all  the  sons  died  in  infancy.  But  if  this  were  so,  the  author 
would  have  mentioned  it  here.  3  adds  at  the  end  of  the  verse 
that  Tamar  became  the  wife  of  Rehobo  am,  the  son  of  Solomon,  and 
bore  to  him  Abia  (Abiathar,  in  (@B). 

25.  run  is  omitted  by  ©B,  and  S;>  by  <3L,  while  S  omits  both.  As  the 
shorter  text  has  the  presumption  in  its  favour  and  as  bSnh  ii”N  gives  a 

perfectly  good  sense  we  should  probably  read  so,  throwing  out  both  the 
inserted  words.  —  SSn1?]  in  the  sense  to  be  praised  is  good  Hebrew,  cf.  Dav. 
Syntax  §  93.  ©  however  may  have  found  SShd,  which  it  read  —  26.  On 
the  construction  see  Dr.  Notes.  For  200  shekels,  Th.,  followed  by  Koehler 
( Bibl .  Gesch.  des  A.  T.  II.  p.  345),  conjectures  twenty ;  <HL  has  100.  —  27.  pdp] 
Maaxa  ©L  l  (Cod.  Leg.).  The  addition  at  the  end  of  the  verse  is  found  in 
nearly  all  MSS.  of  @  and  in  l.  It  apparently  comes  from  1  K.  152,  where 
Abijah’s  mother  is  called  Maacah  daughter  of  Absalom. 


28-33.  Absalom  secures  recognition  at  court.  —  After  dwelling 
in  Jerusalem  two  years  without  seeing  the  face  of  the  king,  Absa¬ 
lom  sent  for  foab  to  send  him  to  the  king ]  evidently  to  expostulate 
concerning  the  situation.  Joab,  however,  was  not  willing  to  cotne 
even  after  a  second  summons.  He  probably  felt  that  he  had  done 
enough  in  procuring  Absalom’s  recall.  —  30.  Absalom’s  imperious 
temper  shows  itself  in  the  means  taken  to  secure  Joab’s  attention. 
He  said  to  his  servants  :  see  Joab's  field  next  to  me  where  he  has 
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barley ;  go  and  set  it  on  fire']  the  standing  grain  when  fully  ripe 
burns  readily,  as  is  seen  in  the  experiment  of  Samson  with  the 
foxes.  At  the  end  of  the  verse  (or  at  the  beginning  of  the  next) 
(©I  insert :  At  id  the  servants  of Joab  came  to  him  with  rent  clothes 
and  said:  the  servants  of  Absalom  have  set  the  field  on  fire.  The 
sentence  may  be  original.  —  31,  32.  To  Joab’s  question,  Absalom 
thinks  it  sufficient  answer  to  say  that  he  had  sent  for  him.  The 
king’s  son  treats  Joab  as  a  servant.  He  will  send  to  the  king  the 
message  :  Why  have  I  come  from  Geshur?  It  would  be  better 
for  me  still  to  be  there]  the  half  recognition  which  he  has  received 
is  more  galling  than  exile.  Without  further  explanation  of  his 
arson,  he  goes  on  :  And  now  let  me  see  the  face  of  the  king,  and 
if  there  be  guilt  in  me,  let  him  kill  me.  —  33.  The  appeal  made  by 
Joab  was  successful,  and  Absalom  was  received  by  his  father,  who 
kissed  him  in  token  of  full  reconciliation. 

30.  runxini]  for  which  the  Qre  commands  mrvxm.  The  form  n'Xin  seems 
to  occur  nowhere  else,  so  that  the  Ktib  here  is  most  easily  accounted  for  by 
supposing  it  to  be  the  blunder  of  a  scribe,  cf.  Ges.23  §  71.  The  insertion  of 
<51  is  accepted  by  Th.,  Kl. ;  rejected  by  We.,  Bu.  The  transition  is  abrupt 
without  it,  and  its  omission  may  be  accounted  for  by  homeoteleuton,  so  that 
the  probability  is  rather  in  its  favour. 

XV.  l.-XIX.  44.  The  usurpation  of  Absalom.  —  After  due 
preparation,  Absalom  has  himself  anointed  king  at  Hebron.  At 
his  approach  to  the  capital,  David  retires  to  the  Jordan  valley. 
Absalom  is  for  some  time  in  possession  of  the  capital,  while  David 
finds  support  in  transjordanic  Israel.  By  a  decisive  battle,  the 
cause  of  Absalom  is  lost,  he  himself  being  slain.  The  grief  of  the 
king  at  the  loss  of  his  son  is  as  great  as  if  he  had  lost  his  king¬ 
dom.  The  feeling  between  Judah  and  Israel  breaks  out  again  in 
the  return  of  the  monarch,  and  the  sequel  is  the  rebellion  of 
Sheba  ben  Bichri. 

This  is  one  of  the  most  vivid  pieces  of  narrative  in  the  Old  Tes¬ 
tament,  and  evidently  belongs  to  an  old  and  well  informed  source. 
This  source  is  apparently  the  same  from  which  we  have  had  the 
account  of  Amnon  and  Absalom  which  immediately  precedes. 

XV.  1-6.  Absalom  plays  the  demagogue.  —  First  he  assumes 
the  state  befitting  the  heir  apparent :  He  procured  a  chariot  and 
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horses  and  fifty  men  to  run  before  him ]  the  chariot  was  an  unac¬ 
customed  luxury.  The  fifty  retainers  would  form  a  body-guard 
for  the  young  prince.  In  the  absence  of  precedent  for  the  settle¬ 
ment  of  the  throne,  such  preparations  indicated  that  the  prince 
was  putting  himself  forward  with  a  claim  to  the  succession.  We 
have  no  evidence  that  David  had  as  yet  made  any  provision  in 
favour  of  Solomon.  Primogeniture  has  never  been  the  rule  in  the 
East,  and  Absalom,  being  of  royal  blood  on  both  sides,  may  well 
have  regarded  himself  as  the  best  fitted  for  the  throne.  —  2.  Ab¬ 
salom  now  made  it  his  habit  to  rise  early  and  stand  at  the  gate] 
of  the  city,  the  place  of  public  concourse.  — And  every  man  that 
had  a  case  to  come  before  the  king  for  judgment  Absalom  would 
call  to  himself ']  and  show  interest  in  him,  first  by  asking  him 
about  his  home.  —  3.  Then  came  an  insinuation  that  the  king 
was  careless  about  the  administration  of  justice  :  Thy  pleadings 
are  good  and  right,  but  there  is  no  one  to  hear  thee  on  the  part  of 
the  king']  we  may  suppose  that  the  man  was  encouraged  to  state 
his  case  before  this  was  said.  —  4.  Suggestion  that  Absalom  him¬ 
self  had  the  interest  of  justice  at  heart :  Oh,  that  one  would  make 
me  judge  in  the  land,  and  to  me  should  come  every  man  who  has  a 
case,  and  I  would  give  him  justice  !  The  public  good  is  repre¬ 
sented  as  his  main  interest.  —  5.  He  would  not  allow  the  custom¬ 
ary  obeisance,  but  would  place  men  on  the  level  of  friendship  : 
When  a  man  came  near  to  do  obeisance  he  would  put  out  his  hand 
and  take  hold  of  him  and  kiss  him.  —  6.  The  result  is  not  surpris¬ 
ing  :  He  stole  the  understanding  of  the  men  of  Israel]  he  deceived 
them,  cf.  Gen.  3120. 

1.  IudS  D’Xi]  such  runners  formed  a  part  of  royal  state  in  very  early  times, 
and  have  continued  to  the  present  in  the  East.  —  2.  c’lNrrS:)]  should  probably 
be  ts>'N  73 :  nas  avrip  <3-  The  answers  of  the  men  would  be  different;  the 
author  puts  a  general  answer  for  the  different  specific  ones :  Thy  servant  is 
from  one  of  the  tribes  of  Israel;  as  if  he  had  said:  the  man  answered :  I  am 
from  this  or  that  tribe.  — une”_'E]  cf.  the  expression  jn'"'D  also  expressing 
a  wish,  Jer.  823. — osa-ni]  is  lacking  in  <55LH.  —  6.  iS'PN  vs  ajjn]  cannot 
mean  he  won  their  affection,  but  must  be  interpreted  by  the  similar  phrase, 
Gen.  3 120,  where  the  only  meaning  allowable  is  Jacob  deceived  Laban.  So 
Absalom  stole  the  brain  of  Israel,  befooled  them.  The  heart  is  the  seat  of  the 
intellect,  cf.  BDB.  s.v.  aaS  and  a1?,  and  especially  Delitzsch,  System  der  Bibl. 
Psychologic2  (1S61),  p.  248  f.  where  the  parallels  are  cited. 
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7-12.  The  usurpation.  —  The  site  chosen  is  Hebron  where  we 
may  suppose  there  was  more  or  less  dissatisfaction  at  the  removal 
of  the  capital  to  Jerusalem.  The  time  seems  to  be  four  years 
after  Absalom’s  restoration  to  favour.  The  pretext  was  a  vow 
made  to  the  Yahweh  of  Hebron. — 8.  For  thy  servant  vowed  a 
vow  when  I  dwelt  in  Geshur  in  Aram  saying :  If  Yahweh  bring 
me  back  to  Jerusalem,  I  will  serve  Yahweh  in  Hebron ]  the  near¬ 
est  parallel  seems  to  be  the  vow  of  Jacob  Gen.  2820"22  (E),  and 
like  that,  this  vow  calls  for  personal  appearance  before  God  with 
sacrifice,  Gen.  351-7.  It  is  evident,  as  in  the  case  of  Baal,  that  the 
Yahweh  of  a  particular  place  assumed  a  distinct  personality  in  the 
common  apprehension.  Although  the  Ark  was  at  Jerusalem,  David 
did  not  find  it  strange  that  Absalom  should  want  to  worship  at 
Hebron.  The  Yahweh  of  Hebron  would  be  the  special  God  of 
Judah.  —  9.  David  gives  the  desired  permission.  — 10.  At  the 
time  of  his  departure  Absalom  sent  emissaries  into  all  the  tribes 
of  Israel,  saying :  When  you  hear  the  sound  of  the  trumpet,  then 
say:  Absalom  has  become  king  in  Hebron.  It  is  evident  that 
much  more  elaborate  preparation  was  made  than  appears  on 
the  surface  of  this  concise  narrative.  The  signal  was  expected 
to  go  from  village  to  village,  and  enough  men  were  distributed  to 
declare  the  coronation  an  accomplished  fact.  — 11.  Besides  his 
own  party,  Absalom  took  two  hundred  men  from  Jerusalem  who 
were  invited~\  as  guests  to  the  festival.  —  These  went  in  their  in¬ 
nocence ]  being  ignorant  of  the  plan.  But  as  members  (we  may 
suppose)  of  the  leading  families  they  would  be  hostages  in  Absa¬ 
lom’s  hands,  or  if  convinced,  as  they  might  easily  be  at  Hebron, 
that  Absalom’s  cause  was  the  winning  one,  they  would  exert  a 
powerful  influence  in  his  favour.  — 12.  As  it  stands,  the  verse 
does  not  fit  the  context.  It  says  that  Absalom  sent  Ahithophel 
frotn  his  city,  but  whither  (which  is  here  the  most  important 
point)  we  are  not  told.  There  is  authority  for  correcting  to : 
Absalom  sent  for  Ahithophel,  or  to  :  Absalom  sent  and  brought 
Ahithophel.  But  from  the  later  narrative  we  conclude  that  Ahith¬ 
ophel  was  the  soul  of  the  rebellion,  and  we  have  reason  to  suspect 
therefore  that  the  original  text  contained  something  to  the  effect 
that  Ahithophel  fomented  the  conspiracy  from  Giloh,  while  Absa¬ 
lom  was  carrying  on  the  sacrificial  feast  at  Hebron.  This  alone 
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would  account  for  the  fact  that  the  conspiracy  was  strong  and  the 
people  with  Absalom  kept  increasing  in  number. 

7.  ruts'  D'pjiN]  has  given  the  scholars  trouble.  The  Rabbinical  expositors 
count  from  the  time  when  the  Israelites  demanded  a  king  (Isaaki,  Kimchi), 
or  from  David’s  first  anointing  by  Samuel  (LbG.),  or  again  from  the  slaying 
of  the  priests  at  Nob  (Pseudo-Hier.),  as  though  the  rebellion  were  a  punish¬ 
ment  for  David’s  deception.  The  natural  reckoning  would  be  from  the  coro¬ 
nation  of  David  at  Hebron  (Cler.),  but  it  is  unlikely  that  the  usurpation  took 
place  in  the  last  year  of  David’s  life,  The  most  obvious  way  out  of  the  diffi¬ 
culty  is  to  correct  the  forty  to  four,  which  is  favoured  by  @L,  Josephus,  Theod., 
and,  if  we  may  judge  from  the  MSS.  of  IL,  also  by  I.  —  8.  mts”]  is  erroneous 
duplication  of  the  verb  which  follows.  The  punctuators  try  to  make  the  best 
of  it  by  reading  mil1',  which  however  cannot  be  the  adverbial  infinitive  of  Jits’. 
For  the  latter,  which  is  read  by  ©,  we  must  restore  nwn  or  Jits’  (Th.  al.).  At 
the  end  of  the  verse  ©L  adds  iv  Xefi pdiv,  which  seems  necessary  (adopted  by 
KL,  Bu.),  and  which  may  have  been  left  out  because  it  emphasizes  the  dis¬ 
tinctness  of  the  Yahweh  of  Hebron.  —10.  generally  spies,  but  here  a 

little  broader  in  meaning.  — 11.  utSj  1JH’  nSi]  a  strong  expression  —  they 
did  not  know  anything  of  the  matter.  —  12.  DiStsvjN  fiStS”!]  it  is  evident 

that  this  is  wrong.  The  only  emendation  suggested  by  the  versions  is  to  read 
'JN  tnpu  or  snpn  'jn  nSif'i  which  are  supported  by  various  Greek  Codices; 
or  else  to  insert  inNJ'i  with  Ss.  Neither  one  seems  to  go  far  enough,  for  it 
remains  inexplicable  that  Ahithophel  should  not  be  invited  until  the  very  last 
moment.  The  reconstruction  of  Kl.  lacks  probability.  —  from  n^’j  like 

'iS’tS’n  from  nS'tS’.  Gilo  is  enumerated  among  the  towns  of  the  hill  country 
of  Judah.  It  is  not  yet  certainly  identified,  but  a  Beit  Jala  and  a  Jala  exist 
in  the  vicinity  of  Bethlehem,  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  165. 

13-16.  David,  taken  by  surprise,  flees  the  city.  The  first  news 
he  receives  is  that  the  heart  of  the  men  of  Israel  has  gone  after 
Absalom ]  there  must  have  been  widespread  dissatisfaction  to 
justify  the  report,  or  even  to  make  it  plausible  to  David. — 
14.  The  citadel  in  which  he  had  established  himself  could  not 
protect  him  —  evidently  he  feared  disaffection  in  his  household. 
It  is  perhaps  not  without  reason  that  reads ;  lest  the  people 
come  upon  us.  That  David  wished  to  spare  the  city  the  horrors 
of  a  siege  (Kl.)  is  not  indicated  in  the  text.  It  seems  rather  that 
he  was  convinced  that  his  only  safety  was  in  flight.  — 15.  The 
officials  of  the  court  consent.  — 16.  So  the  king  went  out  and  all 
his  household  with  him ]  literally,  at  his  feet.  The  only  exception 
was  ten  concubines  who  were  left  in  charge  of  the  house. 
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14.  mn'  |o]  ju*)  <p9d<rr)  6  \a6s  (55L.  —  15.  “ptajj  run]  is  sustained  by  ©, 
though  we  rather  look  for  a  verb;  5  adds  pray. 

17,  18.  The  text  has  suffered,  but  we  are  able  to  make  out  that 
the  king  and  all  the  people  who  followed  him  went  out  and  stood  at 
Beth  Merhak ]  a  place  otherwise  unknown,  possibly  the  last  house 
on  the  Jerusalem  side  of  the  Kidron  wadi.  The  reason  for  the 
king’s  making  a  halt  here  is  that  he  might  inspect  his  party. 
They  defile  before  him  :  all  his  officers  and  the  Cherethites  and  the 
Pelethites]  the  veteran  body-guard.  With  them  was  a  recent  re¬ 
cruit,  Ittai  the  Gittite,  who  was  apparently  once  mentioned  here, 
as  he  is  addressed  by  David  in  the  next  verse.  He  was,  we  may 
judge,  a  soldier  of  fortune  who  had  just  enlisted  in  David’s  service 
with  a  band  of  followers.  There  is  no  analogy  in  Hebrew  antiq¬ 
uity  for  regarding  him  as  a  Philistine  hostage.*  — 19.  David  gen¬ 
erously  advises  Ittai  to  seek  his  fortune  with  the  new  king,  rather 
than  with  himself  (who  could  hardly  offer  much  in  the  way  of  pro¬ 
motion)  ;  Why  wilt  thou  also  go  with  us  ?  Return  and  dwell  with 
the  king,  for  thou  art  a  stranger  and  an  exile  from  thy  place]  one 
seeking  a  home  and  who  thought  he  had  found  it.  —  20.  Yesterday 
was  thy  coming,  and  to-day  shall  1  make  thee  wander  with  us  ? 
The  question,  which  is  indicated  by  the  inflection  of  voice,  is  rhe¬ 
torical.  The  hardship  of  such  a  course  is  indicated  in  the  circum¬ 
stantial  clause  which  follows  :  when  I  a?n  going  hither  and  yonder] 
literally;  when  lam  going  where  lam  going;  David  himself  did 
not  know  where,  cf.  i  S.  2313.  He  therefore  advises  :  Return  and 
take  thy  brethren  with  thee,  and  Yahweh  show  thee  kindness  and 
faithfulness]  David’s  thoughtfulness  for  others  shows  itself  in  this 
incident,  at  a  time  when  he  might  be  excused  for  consulting  his 
own  interest.  —  21.  Ittai  solemnly  declares:  Wherever  my  lord 
the  king  shall  be,  whether  for  death  or  for  life,  there  will  thy  ser¬ 
vant  be  !  —  22.  At  this  protestation  of  fidelity  David  commands 
him  to  march  on,  so  he  marched  by  with  a  train  which  embraced 
his  men  and  their  families. 

17.  ayn]  two  codd.  have  m2?  and  this  is  also  the  reading  of  @B.  The 
original  seems  to  be  ^  which  means  the  -people  of  the  household.  — pmnn  n'a] 
the  house  of  Distance  might  possibly  be  the  furthest  house  from  the  centre 


*  Which  is  Thenius'  hypothesis,  retained  by  Lohr,  Th 3.  p.  172. 
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of  the  city.  But  this  is  precarious.  The  reading  of  6  seems  to  have  been 
131DH  n’t,  which  however  has  been  corrected  in  the  chief  MSS.,  cf.  Field, 
Hex.  Orig.  I.  p.  569.  — 18.  The  text  of  has  suffered  by  conflation  but  its 
fulness  does  not  help  to  restore  the  true  reading.  The  difficulty  with  is 
that  it  makes  all  the  Gittites  to  have  followed  David  from  Gath.  Had  the 
author  meant  to  say  that  the  troops  were  those  who  had  followed  David  from 
Ziklag  he  would  have  said  so.  The  sudden  introduction  of  Ittai  in  the  next 
verse  seems  to  prove  that  he  was  once  mentioned  here,  and  the  consequence 
is  easily  drawn,  that  these  Gittites  were  his  men.  For  D’njn'Soi  therefore,  Bu. 
with  Kl.,  Ki.,  following  a  hint  of  We.,  proposes  to  read  ’run  ’DN  ’cun  foi. 
The  objection  to  this  is  that  it  makes  these  Gittites  a  force  of  six  hundred  men. 
But  the  Cherethites  and  Pelethites  were  only  six  hundred  in  number,  and  it  is 
unlikely  that  a  fresh  band  of  the  same  size  would  be  enlisted  while  the  veterans 
were  faithful.  Ew.  (GF73.  III.  p.  243,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  179)  changes  D’run  into 
D'-orn  which  does  not  relieve  the  sudden  introduction  of  Ittai  in  the  next  verse. 

—  19.  qDipoS]  might  perhaps  stand:  an  exile  as  to  thy  place  ;  but  the  versions 
seem  to  have  read  qDipDi:,  (§<SIL  and  one  Hebr.  cod.,  whereas  K  inserts  Spn. 

—  20.  <SB  has  a  double  translation  of  the  opening  part  of  the  verse.  One 
part  of  this  seems  to  have  read  with  the  interrogative  nso  Sicnn.  *|jmN  Kt., 
is  doubtless  to  be  corrected  to  the  Qre.  :  qyux,  unless  we  go  further  and  read 
•p'js.  At  the  end  of  the  verse  ncxi  non  are  unattached  and  we  should  doubt¬ 
less  insert  with  <§  307  ncjp  mrui  which  fell  out  after  the  preceding  nop  (Th.). 
'—21.  on  ’3  is  not  in  place,  nor  is  the  on  alone,  which  in  an  oath  has  a  nega¬ 
tive  force.  Nothing  is  left  to  us  but  to  suppose  that  a  scribe  made  a  blunder 
• — as  was  already  discovered  by  the  punctuators.  —  22.  qian]  cf.  Ex.  io10.  CM' 
inserts  the  king  here  through  a  misapprehension  of  Ittai’s  position  (as  leader). 

23.  The  condition  of  things  at  the  particular  moment  when  the 
Ark  appeared  was  this  :  All  the  people  were  weeping  with  a  loud 
voice,  while  the  king  stood  in  the  Kidron  wadi,  and  the  people  passed 
by  before  him  on  the  road  of  the  Wilderness  Olivc~\  the  Kidron  is 
the  well  known  valley  east  of  Jerusalem.  The  road  taken  was 
probably  the  one  on  the  south  slope  of  the  Mount  of  Olives,  the 
same  which  is  still  travelled  to  Jericho  and  the  Jordan  valley. — 
And  behold  Zadok  .  .  .  bearing  the  Ark  of  God~\  the  present  text 
inserts  and  all  the  Levites  tvith  him.  But  as  the  Levites  are  un¬ 
known  to  the  Books  of  Samuel,  this  is  obviously  a  late  insertion. 
Probably  the  original  was  Zadok  and  Abiathar.  They  now  set 
down  the  Ark  to  allow  the  people  to  pass  by.  As  the  Ark  went 
on  the  campaigns  of  David,  it  was  a  natural  thought  to  take  it  at 
this  time.  —  25.  The  king  commands  the  Ark  to  be  taken  back  : 
If  I  find  favour  in  the  eyes  of  Yahweh,  he  will  bring  me  back  and 
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will  show  me  it  and  his  dwelling.  —  26.  If  on  the  other  hand 
Yahweh  has  no  pleasure  in  him,  he  resigns  himself  to  the  divine 
will.  —  27,  28.  At  the  same  time,  David  is  not  unmindful  of  the 
advantage  of  having  friends  in  the  city :  Thou  art  returning  to  the 
city  in  peace  and  with  you  are  your  two  sons,  Ahimaaz  thy  son  and 
Jonathan  the  son  of  Abiathar ;  see,  I  am  going  to  delay  at  the  fords 
of  the  Wilderness  until  word  comes  from  you  to  inform  me.  — 
29.  The  Ark  is  accordingly  returned  to  its  place. 

23.  The  text  has  suffered.  The  central  point  seems  to  be  Srua  which 
is  suspicious,  for  the  road  did  not  (probably)  follow  the  course  of  the  wadi, 
but  crossed  it.  In  the  following,  also,  the  king  seems  to  be  still  reviewing  his 
company.  We.’s  conjecture  that  we  should  read  Snja  icy  is  therefore  gener¬ 
ally  adopted  and  has  much  to  recommend  it.  We  have  further  two  assertions 
that  the  people  were  passing  along,  one  of  which  is  superfluous,  and  I  have 
therefore  stricken  out  the  first  onajj  ayrrSai.  Again,  for  \ja~5j?  we  should 
read  wo  hy  with  (E5L,  and  finally  -mcrrnN  in  is  an  impossible  expression  and 
must  have  been  la-icn  nv  3"n  :  Kara  t obbv  rrj s  i\Aas  rijs  eV  ttj  ipJqptp  GTj 
probably  represents  this,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  reconstruct  literally  yn 
-\3iD3  itPN  nun  as  is  done  by  Dr.,  Bu.  —  24.  irst  D'iSn  Sat]  is  easily  accounted 
for,  as  the  insertion  of  a  later  scribe,  whose  point  of  view  was  that  of  the 
Chronicler.  A  similar  insertion  is  nna  which  betrays  itself  by  its  difference 
of  position  in  the  MSS.  of  <&.  —  o’n^Nrf]  Kvplov  which  also  adds  far b  0ai6ap 
which  if  original  can  only  represent  imae.  The  verb  lpX'l  is  probably  for 
U'X’i.  The  enigmatical  inox  Vp’l  may  possibly  mean  and  Abiathar  offered 
(sacrifices)  as  David  had  done  on  another  journey  of  the  Ark.  But  we  should 
expect  the  object  to  be  expressed,  and  as  the  words  are  omitted  by  (§L,  they 
are  probably  due  to  an  attempt  to  readmit  the  displaced  Abiathar  into  the 
text.  —  25.  adds  inpDa  aim  adopted  by  Bu.  But  it  is  not  necessary 

to  the  sense,  and  insertion  is  more  likely  than  omission.—  utnm]  bxj/opat  <SL. 
—  27.  ntv'nn]  is  obscure.  It  is  taken  by  Ew.  as  an  address  to  Zadok,  as  if  he 
were  a  seer,  which  does  not  appear  to  be  the  fact.  ©B  reads  itn  which  is  sus¬ 
picious  from  its  recurrence  at  the  beginning  of  v.28.  We.  supposes  an  insertion 
B’snn  pan  which  has  been  corrupted  into  the  present  text.  It  is  impossible  to 
decide  with  certainty.  For  nstr,  I  am  inclined  to  read  (the  participle)  — 
the  n  having  come  from  the  following  word.  —  28.  *uinn  nnapa]  is  probably 
correct.  The  Qre  substitutes  'nn  nmp  which  is  tautological.  ©L  finds  a 
reference  to  the  same  Wilderness  Olive  mentioned  above.  —  29.  nc'i]  prob¬ 
ably  asm  (§B,  the  Ark  being  the  subject. 

30.  David  now  takes  up  his  march,  going  up  the  ascent  of 
Olivet  with  his  head  covered  and  his  feet  bare,  both  signs  of  grief. 
The  people  also  covered  their  heads  and  went  up,  weeping  as  they 
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went.  —  31.  On  hearing  of  the  defection  of  Ahithophel,  David 
prays  :  Turn  the  counsel  of  Ahithophel  to  foolishness,  O  Yahweh  ! 
As  remarked  above,  Ahithophel,  the  grandfather  of  Bathsheba, 
had  a  special  reason  to  seek  the  destruction  of  David.  —  32.  As 
David  was  coming  to  the  hill  top  where  one  worships  God~\  sanctu¬ 
aries  on  the  hills  are  too  well  known  to  need  remark.  —  There 
met  him  Hushai  the  Arkite  the  friend  of  David,  with  his  tunic 
rent  and  earth  upon  his  head~\  the  place  or  family  from  which  he 
got  his  name  is  unknown.  —  33,  34.  David  sees  in  Hushai  an 
instrument  for  counteracting  the  influence  of  Ahithophel :  If  thou 
go  with  me,  thou  shalt  be  a  burden  to  vie ;  but  if  thou  return  to  the 
city  and  say  to  Absalom  :  I  am  thy  servant,  O  king  .  .  .  then  thou 
canst  bring  to  nought  for  me  the  counsel  of  Ahithophel ]  the  sen¬ 
tence  is  a  little  complicated  by  the  length  of  the  speech  which 
Hushai  is  to  make  to  Absalom.  The  apparent  sense  of  it  is  :  Thy 
servant  will  I  be,  O  king ;  thy  father's  servant  was  I  formerly, 
and  now  I  am  thy  servant.  But  as  the  Hebrew  is  awkward,  it  is 
possible  that  the  text  has  suffered.  &  certainly  read  something 
quite  different  in  part  of  the  sentence  :  Thy  brothers  have  gone 
away  and  the  king  thy  father  has  gone  away  after  \_them ]  /  now  I 
am  thy  servant,  O  king!  let  me  live  ;  I  have  been  thy  father's  servant 
heretofore,  and  now  I  am  thy  servant.  —  35,  36.  David  instructs 
Hushai  to  keep  Zadok  and  Abiathar  informed,  and  to  send  word 
by  their  sons  as  has  already  been  planned,  cf.  v.28. —  37.  As  a 
result  of  this  advice,  Hushai  returns  to  the  city,  reaching  it  about 
the  time  of  Absalom’s  arrival. 

30.  tV'N  ion]  we  find  oem  isn  in  Jer.  143  where  also  it  is  a  sign  of 

grief.  —  31.  mi]  read  mSi  with  (SL  and  3  MSS.  of  It  is  unnecessary 
however  to  change  the  verb  to  (Bu.).  —  32.  unNn]  b  apxdraipos  AavdS  © 
as  in  1616.  The  original  C5  was  6  ’A pfi  trcupos  AaveiS,  of  which  we  have  traces 
in  a  few  MSS.  The  friends  or  boon  companions  of  the  king  were  a  special 
class  of  courtiers,  as  it  would  seem.  The  Arkites  are  mentioned  Jos.  162 
between  Luz  and  Ataroth.  —  34.  The  difficulties  with  the  received  text  in  the 
middle  of  the  verse  are  these:  mnx  is  in  an  unusual  position  and  separated 
by  iScn  from  its  subject  UN;  both  UNI  have  the  1  of  the  apodosis  which  is 
certainly  extreme  (Dr.) ;  and  the  clause  "pay  UNI  repeats  the  first.  At  the 
opening  we  should  expect  a  salutation  of  the  king.  ©  has  (with  slight  varia¬ 
tions)  :  die\T]\v0acnv  ol  a8e\<poL  aov,  Kal  6  BuoiXevs  KarlirtoOev  /nov  8ieA.7jAu0ei/ 
6  nar-qp  aov  to  which  it  adds  the  reading  of  Jl]  in  a  second  translation,  only 


XV.  3 1 -XVI.  6 


347 


rendering  n\-iN  by  iaaiv  jue  (r/crat.  It  is  not  impossible  that  the  original  had 
some  such  reference  as  this :  thy  brother  has  passed  away,  and  the  king  tJiy 
father  has  passed  away  after  him  (Kl.) .  The  assumption  that  David  was  as 
good  as  dead  would  be  flattering  to  Absalom.  The  let  me  live  seems  to  us 
“too  currish”  (We.),  but  it  might  not  so  strike  an  oriental. —  36.  run]  ig 
codd.  have  njni  which  is  also  read  by  <SL.  At  the  end  of  this  verse  (5L  inserts 
a  repetition  of  what  Hushai  was  expected  to  say  to  Absalom. —  37.  njn]  the 
pointing  is  unusual,  cf.  Ges.2G  93  //.  —  NO1]  on  the  tense  cf.  Davidson,  Syntax, 
45,  Rem.  2,  Dr.,  Tenses 3,  27  7. 

XVI.  1.  The  account  follows  the  fortunes  of  David.  When  he 
had  got  a  little  beyond  the  summit,  Ziba  the  servant  of  Meribbaal 
viet  him]  having  come  from  the  city,  it  would  seem,  by  another 
road  ;  with  a  pair  of  asses  saddled,  and  two  hundred  loaves  of  bread 
and  a  hundred  bunches  of  raisins']  cf.  1  S.  2518.  The  two  hundred 
fruits  were  probably  figs,  Am.  81.  —  2.  To  the  king’s  question 
Ziba  replies  that  this  is  provision  for  the  king’s  household. — 
3.  A  further  question  concerning  his  master  brings  out  the  reply : 
He  remains  in  ferusalem,  for  he  thinks :  To-day  will  the  house  of 
Israel  give  me  back  my  father's  kingdom]  it  is  possible  that  Merib¬ 
baal  had  the  idea  that  the  popular  disturbance  would  bring  the 
house  of  Saul  again  to  the  front.  But  it  is  hardly  likely  that  he, 
a  cripple,  should  expect  to  be  their  choice  for  the  throne.  The 
excuse  given  later  by  Meribbaal  himself  accounts  sufficiently  for 
his  remaining  behind,  and  we  must  suppose  Ziba’s  accusation 
slanderous.  ■ — 4.  The  king  believes  in  the  man  who  has  done  him 
a  kindness,  and  without  waiting  to  hear  the  other  side  gives  him 
all  Meribbaal’s  property.  Ziba  acknowledges  the  gift  by  obeisance 
and  a  prayer  for  the  king’s  continued  favour. 

1.  ires-]  Kl.  conjectures  ioyi,  and  in  fact  two  asses  seem  insufficient  for  the 
occasion. — pip]  is  translated  by  (§B  tpoivmes,  but  by  C§L  ira\a9ai-,  the  other 
versions  seem  to  favour  the  latter.  —  2.  DnSnSi  Kt. ;  onSni  Qre.  The  latter 
seems  to  be  correct.  —  3.  niD^DD]  as  indicated  above  (on  I  S.  IS28)  probably 
a  false  spelling  of  hdSdd.  — 4.  'minnc’n]  I  bow  myself  in  gratitude. 

5.  The  next  incident  was  less  agreeable.  —  The  king  came  to 
Bahurim]  the  village  already  mentioned  in  the  account  of  Michal’s 
return,  316.  It  seems  to  have  been  on  distinctly  Benjamite  terri¬ 
tory.  There  came  out  a  man  of  the  clan  of  Saul  whose  name  was 
Shimei  son  of  Gera,  cursing  as  he  came.  —  6.  His  hostility  was 
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made  known  by  his  actions  as  well  as  his  words :  He  stoned 
David  and  all  his  officers  and  all  the  people  and  all  the  soldiers  at 
his  right  hand  and  at  his  left ]  this  represents  the  king  surrounded 
by  his  body-guard.  —  7,  8.  Shimei’s  words  were  :  Get  thee  gone, 
get  thee  gone,  vile  and  cruel  man  !  Yahweh  has  brought  back  upon 
thee  all  the  blood  of  the  house  of  Saul ]  this  temper  was  probably 
not  uncommon  in  Benjamin.  We  could  condone  it  if  the  owner 
had  not  shown  such  obsequiousness  at  a  later  date.  —  Behold  thee 
now  in  thy  calamity  /]  a  spectacle  to  all  men.  —  9.  Abishai  is 
ready  to  avenge  the  insult :  Why  should  this  dead  dog  curse  my 
lord  the  king?  cf.  9s.  — 10.  David  denies  that  he  has  anything  in 
common  with  the  violent  temper  of  the  sons  of  Zeruiah  :  When 
Yahweh  has  said  to  him  :  Curse  David !  then  who  shall  say  :  Why 
hast  thou  done  so  ?  The  infliction  was  of  divine  ordering,  and 
must  be  borne  patiently.  — 11.  A  second  remark  on  the  same 
subject:  My  son  who  came  from  my  bowels  seeks  my  life,  how  much 
more  this  Benjamite~\  is  excusable.  — 12.  Perchance  Yahweh  will 
look  upon  my  affliction  and  repay  me  good  for  his  cursing  this  day] 
Nestle  ( Marginalien ,  p.  18)  compares  the  Qoran  (6832),  where  the 
owners  of  the  blasted  garden  say  :  “  Perhaps  our  Lord  will  give  us 
in  exchange  a  better  than  it.”  — 13.  As  David  continued  his  jour¬ 
ney,  Shimei  went  along  on  the  side  of  the  mountain  parallel  with 
him,  cursing  as  he  went,  and  threw  stones  and  dust]  more  as  an 
expression  of  hatred  than  with  the  expectation  of  inflicting  bodily 
injury.  — 14.  So  the  king  and  the  people  came  to  (?  some  place 
the  name  of  which  is  lost)  and  he  refreshed  himself  there. 

5.  tot]  is  the  wrong  tense,  and  should  be  corrected  to  tou,  so  apparently 
<§.  We  should  however  expect  the  order  to  in  'cm.  Shimei  is  the  name  of 
several  men  in  the  history  of  Israel.  The  Benjamite  clan  Gera  is  mentioned 
Gen.  4621  Jd.  315.  —  6.  iSndcdi  U'D'd]  as  the  Benjamites  are  elsewhere  rep¬ 
resented  as  ambidextrous  (Jd.  2016)  one  is  tempted  to  make  this  describe 
Shimei  as  throwing  with  his  right  hand  and  with  his  left.  But  in  usage  pn'D 
almost  always  means  at  the  right  hand  of  a  person  or  a  thing.  —  8.  -pint!  “[jm] 
Kal  e5ei|e  ooi  t^v  naidav  aov  (55L  is  probably  only  a  free  translation,  though  it 
may  possibly  imply  injn  ptnrn. — 10.  SSpi  '3]  the  Qre  Sbjv  H3  does  not  seem 
to  help.  It  is  awkward  to  join  with  what  follows :  when  he  curses  and  when 
Yahweh  says :  curse.  I  suspect  that  Kl.  is  right  in  reading  here  as  below, 
favoured  also  by  <3,  SSpu  V?  lnun  :  let  him  curse  !  When  Yahweh  has  said, 
etc.  —  '31]  '3  Qre,  —  11.  The  verse  is  supposed  by  Kl.  to  be  a  paraphrase  of 


XVI.  6-19 


349 


the  preceding.  There  seems  no  reason,  however,  why  the  king  may  not  have 
made  more  than  one  remark  on  the  same  subject.  — 12.  nip]  is  doubtless 
for  '\jjn.  Rabbinical  subtlety  sees  here  one  of  the  Tiqqune  Sophcrim,  sup¬ 
posing  the  original  reading  to  have  been  wyj  :  with  his  eye,  which  was  changed 
to  avoid  anthropomorphism  (Geiger,  Urschrift,  p.  325).  The  Qre  reads  mjD 
which  is  intended  to  mean  upon  my  tears.  But  such  a  meaning  for  pj>  is  with¬ 
out  parallel.  with  the  genitive  of  the  object,  the  sin  committed  against 

me,  is  contrary  to  analogy.  —  inSSp]  is  the  reading  of  Baer  and  Ginsburg, 
whereas  the  majority  of  printed  editions  have  \nSbp  in  the  text,  with  mSSp  QrL 
— 13.  SSp'i  -pSn]  is  not  the  usual  form  of  such  a  phrase,  and  it  is  possible 
that  piSn  is  an  erroneous  insertion;  it  is  lacking  in  S. —  lnnyb]  the  second 
time  is  awkward :  ii<  nXafiaiv  avrov  <55 B :  in  avrir  (§LS  may  be  conjectural 
renderings  only,  but  show  the  difficulty  of  the  word.  —  14.  D'B'p]  we  expect 
the  name  of  the  place,  and  it  is  possible  that  D’D'JJ  represents  such  a  name; 
otherwise  one  has  dropped  out :  n apa  rbu  'lopSavpv  <55L  looks  like  a  conjecture. 
In  1528  David  expects  to  lodge  at  the  -man  nroy,  and  in  1716  we  find  him  at 
what  is  intended  to  be  the  same  place.  Possibly  this  name  once  stood  here. 
—  e’Cj'i]  cf.  Ex.  2312. 

15.  The  narrative  now  leaves  David,  in  order  to  show  how 
things  are  going  at  Jerusalem.  Absalom  had  taken  possession 
without  opposition.  The  populace  seem  to  have  been  on  his 
side,  if  we  may  judge  by  the  assertion  that  the  men  of  Israel  made 
his  train.  — 16.  And  when  Hushai  the  Arkite,  the  friend  of  David, 
came  to  Absalom  and  said :  Long  live  the  king,  Absalom  said:  Is 
this  thy  friendship  for  thy  friend?  Such  seems  to  be  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  sentence.  — 18.  The  questions  of  Absalom  imply  that 
Hushai  should  have  gone  with  David,  to  which  implication  he 
replies  :  No  !  For  whom  Yahweh  and  this  people  and  all  Israel 
have  chosen  —  to  him  will  I  belong  and  with  him  will  I  dwelF\  the 
combination  of  God’s  will  and  the  will  of  the  people  overrules  all 
else.  The  flattery  is  obvious.  —  19.  And  in  the  second  place : 
Whom  should  I  serve  ?  Should  it  not  be  his  son  ?]  that  is,  the 
son  of  the  friend  just  alluded  to.  The  speaker  endeavours  to 
show  that  the  friendship  is  best  manifested  by  turning  to  the  son : 
As  I  have  served  thy  father,  so  will  I  serve  thee ]  the  fine  words 
suffice  for  the  occasion. 

15.  opri-Sai]  «al  nSs  av^p  ’I apafa  ©B.  The  latter  seems  original. 

. — 16.  i^nn  in’]  is  given  only  once  in  <55.  The  apodosis  seems  to  begin  with 
v.17.  — 18.  nS]  the  second  time  is  corrected  by  the  Qre  to  lS,  which  is  essen¬ 
tial.  —  nrn  djj.h]  refers  to  the  people  there  present :  teal  6  Aabs  ai/rov  <§L  in 
connexion  with  what  follows  is  tautological. 
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20.  Absalom  asks  advice  concerning  the  first  step.  —  21.  Ahith- 
ophel  is  prompt  with  his  reply :  Go  in  to  thy  father's  concubines 
which  he  left  to  keep  the  house,  and  all  Israel  will  hear  that  thou 
hast  made  thyself  abhorred  of  thy  father  ;  and  the  hands  of  all  who 
are  on  thy  side  will  be  strengthened ]  the  breach  would  thus  be  made 
incurable,  and  on  Absalom’s  side  would  be  the  determination  of 
men  who  know  this.  The  act  advised,  however,  is  not  a  mere  act 
of  wantonness.  The  successful  usurper  took  possession  of  his  pred¬ 
ecessor’s  harem  as  a  matter  of  right,  as  we  have  seen  in  the  case 
of  David  himself.  Absalom’s  act  was  only  the  public  affirmation 
of  the  logic  of  the  situation.  —  22.  They  pitched  the  ient~\  the 
bridal  tent  of  the  Semites  which  has  survived,  in  the  canopy  of 
the  Jewish  wedding  ceremony,  to  our  own  day.  Absalom  thus 
took  possession  of  the  king’s  rights,  before  the  eyes  of  all  Israel. 
Had  this  author  known  of  Nathan’s  denunciation  of  this  punish¬ 
ment  for  David’s  adultery,  he  would  have  made  some  allusion  to 
it  here.  —  23.  That  the  advice  thus  acted  upon  was  just  what  the 
occasion  demanded  is  indicated  by  the  author  in  his  panegyric : 
The  cowisel  of  Ahithophel  which  he  counselled  in  those  days  was  as 
though  one  inquired  of  the  word  of  God. 

20.  odS  lan]  addressed  to  the  whole  circle  of  counsellors.  —  21.  5x  tna] 
frequently  used  of  the  consummation  of  marriage.  —  nx  niPtoj]  the  combina¬ 
tion  occurs  nowhere  else,  and  it  is  possible  that  the  Hiphil  was  originally  writ¬ 
ten:  KaTrjaxwas  rbv  irarepa  aov  ©.  —  22.  Snxn]  cf.  the  ncn  of  the  bridegroom, 
Ps.  196;  also  WRSmith,  Kinship ,  p.  168  f.;  Wellh.,  Muhammed  in  Medina, 
p.  178.  — 23.  The  Qre  bids  insert  ir'X  after  which  is  certainly  smoother. 


XVII.  1-14.  Ahithophel  and  Hushai.  —  In  a  debate  as  to 
the  next  step  to  be  taken,  Ahithophel  counsels  an  immediate  pur¬ 
suit  of  David.  Hushai  by  an  elaborate  argument  counteracts  the 
impression  made  by  Ahithophel,  and  secures  delay.  The  debate 
was  held  the  day  of  the  arrival  in  Jerusalem,  apparently  after  the 
appropriation  of  the  concubines  was  decided  upon,  but  before  it 
was  consummated. 

1.  Ahithophel  is  himself  ready  to  take  the  field  against  David  : 
Let  me  choose  twelve  thousand  men,  and  I  will  arise  and  pursue 
David  to-night.  —  2.  The  time  was  favourable:  And  I  will  come 
upon  him  when  he  is  exhausted  and  weak,  and  I  will  throw  him 
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into  a  panic,  and  all  the  people  with  him  will  flee  and  I  will  smite 
the  king  alone.  The  picture  drawn  has  a  good  deal  of  probability. 
David  was  weary  and  discouraged ;  the  company  with  him  would 
easily  be  thrown  into  a  panic ;  and  in  the  confusion  the  king 
might  be  slain  with  little  loss  of  life  otherwise.  —  3.  Reading  with 
(©  we  translate  :  And  I  will  bring  back  all  the  people  to  thee  as  the 
bride  returns  to  her  husband ;  only  one  man  thou  seekest —  and  all 
the  people  shall  be  at peace~\  the  figure  is  flattering  to  Absalom,  as 
well  as  the  intimation  that  David  alone  is  a  disturber  of  the  peace. 
—  4.  The  advice  commended  itself  to  Absalom  and  the  assembled 
Sheikhs.  —  5.  He  desires  however  to  get  all  possible  light  and  so 
orders  Hushai  to  be  summoned :  that  we  may  hear  what  is  in 
his  mouth  also.  —  6.  The  case  is  laid  before  Hushai:  Thus  has 
Ahithophel  spoken  ;  shall  we  carry  out  his  word  ?  If  not,  do  thou 
speak  /  In  case  of  disagreement  only  would  it  be  necessary  to 
make  a  speech.  —  7.  Hushai,  who  knows  that  delay  will  work  for 
David,  pronounces  against  the  scheme.  —  8.  The  argument :  first, 
David  and  his  men  are  old  soldiers,  and  of  angry  temper  like  the 
bear  robbed  of  her  cubs.  The  Syrian  bear  was  formidable,  as 
indeed  it  is  still.  (3  adds  here  :  and  like  the  wild  boar  of  the 
plain.  Secondly,  David  is  too  shrewd  to  spend  the  night  where 
he  is  likely  to  be  surprised ;  he  is  a  man  of  war  and  will  not  lodge 
with  the  people ]  the  hope  of  a  panic  is  likely  to  be  frustrated.  — 
9.  The  danger  of  an  attack  on  such  a  man  is  evident :  Now  he 
has  hidden  himself  in  one  of  the  caves  or  in  one  of  the  places ]  an 
indefinite  word  is  chosen,  in  order  to  suggest  that  a  great  variety 
of  such  places  exists  —  and  when  some  of  the  people  fall  at  the  first 
attack,  the  report  will  spread ]  literally,  the  hearer  will  hear  and 
say —  there  is  a  slaughter  among  the  people  who  are  with  Absalom. 
The  plausibility  of  this  cannot  be  denied.  Among  the  suddenly 
levied  troops  of  Absalom  a  panic  was  more  likely  to  arise  than 
among  the  seasoned  soldiers  of  David.  — 10.  The  result  can 
easily  be  foreseen  :  Even  the  valiant  man,  whose  heart  is  like  the 
heart  of  a  lion,  shall  utterly  melt  away']  in  fear,  for  all  Israel 
knows  that  thy  father  is  a  hero,  and  valiant  men  are  they  who  are 
with  him.  — 11.  So  far  the  refutation  of  Ahithophel;  now  comes 
the  counter-proposal :  But  I  counsel]  the  tense  indicates  that  the 
plan  has  been  fully  matured  in  his  mind  ;  let  all  Israel  be  gathered 
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to  thee  from  Dan  to  Beersheba  as  the  sand  which  is  by  the  sea  for 
multitude ,  with  thy  Majesty  inarching  in  the  midst  of  them~\  the 
picture  of  the  monarch  in  the  midst  of  such  an  army  was  calcu¬ 
lated  to  impress  the  imagination  of  Absalom.  The  language 
moreover  contains  an  insinuation  that  the  expedition  proposed 
by  Ahithophel,  and  under  his  leadership,  could  not  be  as  effective 
as  if  Absalom  himself  were  the  general.  — 12.  In  this  case  the 
destruction  of  David  is  certain  :  We  will  come  upon  him  in  one  of 
the  places  where  he  has  been  discovered ]  by  that  time  we  shall  be 
in  no  uncertainty  as  to  his  whereabouts  :  and  we  will  light  upon 
him  as  the  dew  falls  upon  the  ground,  and  there  will  not  be  left  of 
him  and  the  men  who  are  with  him  even  one.  — 13.  An  objector 
might  say  that  the  king  will  thus  have  time  to  get  into  a  fortified 
place.  But  if  so  :  all  Israel  will  bring  ropes  to  that  city,  and  we 
will  drag  it  to  the  wadi~\  on  which  it  may  naturally  be  supposed 
to  be  situated,  until  there  is  not  found  there  even  a  pebble~\  the 
hyperbolical  language  is  calculated  to  make  an  impression.  — 
14.  The  oratory  of  Hushai  carried  the  day,  in  accordance  with 
the  divine  ordering :  Yahweh  had  commanded  to  bring  to  nought 
the  good  counsel  of  Ahithophel  in  order  that  Yahweh  might  bring 
calamity  upon  Absalom ]  hence  the  blindness  of  Absalom  to  his 
real  interest. 

1.  N.rmn2N  is  followed  by  the  dative  of  advantage  here  as  elsewhere 
according  to  ® :  ifj.avT$. —  •WJTOUii']  the  81k a  xAiaSas  of  <&L  seems  more 
natural  to  us,  but  is  suspicious  for  that  very  reason.  —  2.  'nnnni]  of  throwing 
into  a  panic  (stampede)  by  a  sudden  attack,  Jd.  812.  —  3.  e\xn  Sinn  212>2 
'D  nnx— vex]  is  unintelligible,  as  any  one  may  see  in  the  attempt  of  the  AV, 
adopted  without  remark  by  the  Revisers.  <55  had  a  different  text,  which  since 
Ew.  ( GVI 3.  III.  p.  247,  E.  Trans.  III.  p.  183)  has  been  generally  adopted  in 
the  form:  ep2n  nnx  mx  e'N  qx  ne'xS  nSiin  2i2’2.  The  only  difficulty  is  that 
if  Ahithophel  compares  himself  to  the  groomsman  who  brings  the  bride  to  her 
husband,  he  should  use  a  different  verb  from  212’.  Schill  ( ZATIV .  XII. 
p.  52)  proposes  'ui  e'xn  monn  '2isr2,  which  also  gives  a  fairly  good  sense,  but 
does  not  explain  the  origin  of  (55.  —  So]  read  *?2i  with  <§. —  5.  Nip]  read  lNip 
(55.  —  Nirroj]  emphasizes  the  pronominal  suffix  which  precedes.  Davidson, 
Syntax,  1.  —  6.  On  the  question  whether  we  should  translate  as  above,  or 
(as  is  also  possible,  disregarding  the  accents)  :  shall  u>e  do  as  he  says  or  not? 
Speak  thou,  cf.  Dr.  Notes.  For  px_DN  (55 L  has  1)  irus.  Probably  we  should 
read  px'ONi,  the  1  having  fallen  out  after  1121.  —  8.  me 2]  (55B  adds:  Kcil  us 
vs  rpax^la  rip  neS'up.  The  fierceness  of  wild  swine  is  sufficient  to  justify 
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this  comparison  (cf.  Nestle,  Marginalien ,  p.  18),  but  as  the  comparison  is 
nowhere  else  actually  made  in  the  Old  Testament,  the  presumption  is  against 
it  here.  — oyn'nx]  the  point  seems  to  be  that  David  will  arrange  the  camp  so 
that  his  own  person  will  be  guarded  from  surprise.  —  9.  nnp  rum]  seems  not 
to  be  hypothetical:  and  suppose  now  that  he  is  hidden  (Kl.),  but  to  draw  the 
conclusion  from  what  has  just  been  said :  being  a  man  of  war,  David  has 
certainly  hidden  himself.  —  0'nnsi]  cf.  1817.  For  on 3  we  may  restore  ojn 
with  @L.  —  10.  Nirn]  not  to  be  corrected  to  mm  with  <§L  (Kl.)  for  that  makes 
a  difficulty  with  the  following  verb;  but  the  reference  is  not  to  be  limited  to 
ycvn  which  precedes  (Dr.).  The  speaker  explains  what  he  means  by  the 
next  following  words  :  And  he  (I  mean  even  the  valiant  man')  shall  melt  azuay. 
■ — 'Da']  in  the  thought  of  the  speaker  the  heart  is  the  subject.  —  11.  'n xjn  '0] 
seems  perfectly  good,  but  cf.  We.  —  I’JDi]  and  thy  countena7ice,  of  the  personal 
presence  of  the  monarch.  — aipa]  means  into  the  war.  But  mp  in  this  sense 
is  a  late  word,  and  <31L  read  here  oaipa  which  should  be  restored  (Th.). — • 

12.  umi]  evidently  from  rm,  not  to  be  confounded  with  the  pronoun.  Perles, 
Analekten,  p.  32,  proposes  mrm  (so  £§B).  —  inn]  with  recession  of  the  accent 
on  account  of  the  following  monosyllable.  The  verb  is  taken  by  some  to  be  a 
jussive  form  instead  of  the  cohortative,  Ges.20,  §  109  d.,  Davidson,  Syntax, 
§  63,  Rem.  1.  There  is  no  need  to  assume  an  anomaly,  as  the  Niphal  perfect 
makes  good  sense :  and  there  will  not  [by  that  time]  have  been  left  one.  — 

13.  lN'tym]  the  Hiphil  is  rare,  and  does  not  seem  natural  here.  (HB  ical 
Arifixperat  may  represent  ix'2m  which  seems  to  fit  the  case.  —  iron]  as  the 
towns  were  generally  on  the  hills  it  was  fair  to  assume  that  there  would  be  a 
wadi  in  the  vicinity.  —  ins]  from  Am.  <f  the  meaning  pebble  seems  assured. 

15-22.  David  receives  the  news  of  his  danger.  —  Hushai  at 
once  informs  the  priests  of  the  discussions  in  the  council.  As  he 
could  not  be  certain  which  would  be  adopted  he  advises  David  to 
put  the  Jordan  between  him  and  the  enemy  :  Do  not  lodge  to-night 
in  the  Araboth ,  but  cross  over ]  the  place  is  the  same  at  which 
David  has  told  them  he  could  be  found,  1528.  The  danger  is: 
lest  the  king  and  all  the  people  with  him  be  swallowed  up. — 
17.  The  two  young  men  were  waiting  at  En-Rogel,  now  generally 
identified  with  the  Well  of  Job  (for  Joab ?)  at  the  junction  of  the 
two  valleys  of  Kidron  and  Ben  Hinnorn.  If  they  should  be  seen  to 
cotne  into  the  city  after  having  started  out  with  David,  it  would 
awaken  suspicion.  —  18.  A  lad  saw  them,  however,  and  reported. 
Discovering  themselves  to  be  pursued,  they  took  refuge  in  the 
house  of  a  man  in  Bahurim ]  so  that  we  may  suppose  not  all  the 
inhabitants  to  have  been  of  the  same  mind  with  Shimei.  The  well 
in  his  court  was  a  good  place  of  hiding.  —  19.  The  woman  of  the 
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house  took  and  spread  a  doth  over  the  mouth  of  the  well  and 
strewed  fruit  upon  it]  as  if  the  fruit  were  drying.  —  20.  The 
reply  of  the  woman  to  the  question  of  the  pursuers  is  probably  de¬ 
signed  to  be  enigmatical.  It  is  completely  so  to  us.  —  21,  22.  The 
messengers  come  to  David  and  bring  Hushai’s  advice,  and  David 
arose  and  all  the  people  who  were  with  him  and  crossed  over  the 
Jordan ]  the  Jordan,  a  swift-flowing  stream,  is  troublesome  either 
to  ford  or  to  cross  by  ferry.  On  this  account  immediate  pursuit 
need  not  be  feared  when  once  on  the  other  side.  By  mornuig, 
there  was  not  one  left  behind. 

16.  mm":)]  Baer  and  Ginsburg  have  no  Qre  here,  and  it  seems  difficult  to 
suppose  that  the  fords  could  be  called  fords  of  the  wilderness.  I  have  there¬ 
fore  rendered  as  a  proper  name.  —  jjSa’]  the  so-called  impersonal  construc¬ 
tion,  Davidson,  Syntax,  §  109.  — 17.  SjTpj)  is  mentioned  in  the  boundary  line 
of  Benjamin  and  Judah,  Josh.  157,  evidently  at  the  foot  of  the  valley  of  Ben 
Hinnom.  For  a  description  of  the  present  Bir  Eyyub  cf.  Robinson,  BR2. 
I.  p.  332.  Buhl’s  objection  that  this  is  a  well,  and  not  a  fountain,  is  met  by 
the  fact  that  water  flows  in  the  well,  sometimes  even  coming  over  the  top,  so 
that  it  might  well  receive  the  name  Spring.  —  nnucn]  the  article  indicates 
only  the  particular  one  who  was  sent  on  this  message ;  we  should  say  a  maid. 
The  tense  of  the  verbs  seems  to  require  the  translation  :  the  maid  was  to  come 
and  tell  them,  and  they  were  to  go  and  tell  David.  — 19.  main]  is  unknown. 
The  Targum  has  pS’pi,  dates,  and  it  seems  most  probable  that  fruit  of  some 
kind  would  be  the  thing  exposed  for  drying;  <SL  has  tt aAadas  which  also  means 
fruit.  <55B  seems  to  transfer  the  Hebrew  word,  apatpiid.  Aq.  and  Sym.  have 
■nTiaavas  which  is  taken  by  3L.  This  word  means  hulled  or  crushed  barley,  and 
something  of  the  same  kind  is  intended  by  S  Sim.  The  tradition  represented 
in  &  should  have  a  good  deal  of  weight  in  a  case  of  this  kind;  cf.  Nestle, 
Marginalien,  p.  18,  who  also  favours  fruit.  —  20.  ?3’d]  is  a  word  which 
occurs  nowhere  else,  and  even  its  derivation  is  uncertain.  The  Arabic  and 
Assyrian  parallels  which  are  alleged  are  not  convincing.  <55B  has  funpiv;  <5SB 
o-TTtvSovTes  omitting  mim,  and  1L  gustata  paululum  aqua  ,*  festinanter  seems 
to  come  from  l.  We  might  conjecture  that  an  original  D'Sns:  or  omnim  has 
been  corrupted  into  O'mSmD,  but  this  is  no  more  than  a  possibility.  — 
22.  ipm  mu— iy]  is  connected  by  the  punctuation  with  what  follows;  <55  how¬ 
ever  joins  to  the  preceding.  The  more  vigorous  sense  seems  conveyed  by  the 
former  construction.  —  nnx]  the  punctuation  is  anomalous,  Ges.26,  §  96. 

23.  A  verse  is  added  to  show  the  fate  of  Ahithophel.  Con¬ 
vinced  that  a  wrong  start  was  made  and  that  the  outcome  would 
be  failure,  he  saddled  his  ass  and  rose  and  went  to  his  house,  to  his 
city ]  here  added  to  show  that  his  house  in  Jerusalem  was  not 
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meant.  —  There  he  gave  command  concerning  his  house~\  testa¬ 
mentary  disposition  of  his  estate,  and  strangled  himself.  Cases 
of  suicide  are  not  common  in  the  Old  Testament.  The  most 
prominent  is  that  of  Saul.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  Biblical 
writers  found  it  especially  abhorrent.  Ahithophel  was  not  refused 
burial  in  the  sepulchre  of  his  father. 

23.  vujtVnJ  the  change  to  ~5ni  made  by  some  MSS.  seems  unnecessary. 

24-29.  David’s  settlement  at  Mahanaim.  —  As  though  the 
temper  of  transjordanic  Israel  was  more  conservative  than  that 
of  the  tribes  west  of  the  river,  David  found  refuge  and  support 
among  the  same  people  who  had  clung  to  Ishbaal.  The  paragraph 
begins  to  tell  of  Absalom’s  preparations  for  battle,  and  then  breaks 
off  to  tell  of  the  reception  provided  for  David  by  the  leading  men 
of  Gilead.  Vv.27-29  belong  logically  after  24\ 

24.  David  came  to  Mahanaim,  and  Absalom  also  crossed  the 
Jordan,  he  and  all  the  men  of  Israel  with  him.  Some  time  proba¬ 
bly  was  required  to  summon  the  militia,  but  we  do  not  know  how 
much.  —  25.  The  general  of  Absalom’s  army  was  Amasa,  who  is 
described  in  as  son  of  a  man  whose  name  was  Ithra  the  Israel¬ 
ite.  The  statement  is  surprising,  because  it  is  superfluous  to  call 
a  man  an  Israelite  who  dwelt  in  the  land  of  Israel.  Only  in  case 
he  were  a  foreigner  is  it  natural  to  add  his  gentilic  description. 
Furthermore,  the  Chronicler  knew  him  as  fether  the  Ishmaelite, 
i  Chr.  217.  It  is  highly  probable  that  the  latter  is  correct ;  a 
scribe  would  have  every  reason  to  correct  Ishtnaelite  to  Israelite. 
No  motive  can  be  discovered  for  the  reverse  process.  The  lan¬ 
guage  which  is  used  further :  who  came  to  Abigail  daughter  of 
Nahash  sister  of  Zeruiali\  is  explicable  only  on  the  theory  that 
we  have  to  do  with  a  qadiqa  marriage,  that  is,  one  in  which  the 
wife  remains  with  her  clan  and  the  children  become  members  of 
that  clan.  For  Nahash,  the  Chronicler  substitutes  Jesse,  and  a 
number  of  Greek  codices  have  the  same  name  here.  But  the 
Greek  reading  may  have  arisen  from  the  desire  to  harmonize  this 
passage  with  Chronicles.  It  seems  impossible  to  get  at  the  truth 
of  the  case.  It  is  quite  in  accordance  with  custom  that  Absalom 
should  appoint  his  kinsman  to  high  office,  as  David  did  in  the 
case  of  Joab.  —  27.  At  Mahanaim  David  received  material  help 
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from  Shobi  ben  Nahash ]  whom,  as  representing  the  old  royal 
family,  he  had  probably  made  viceroy  over  Ammon,  and  Machir 
ben  Ammiel  of  Lo-Debar ]  the  protector  of  Meribbaal,  f,  and 
Barzillai  the  Gileadite  of  Rogelini]  the  name  is  evidently  Aramaic. 
The  place  is  mentioned  only  here  and  1932. —  28.  These  friends 
brought  couches  and  rugs  and  bowls  and  pottery~\  in  order  to  fur¬ 
nish  the  houses  occupied  by  the  fugitives.  Besides  this,  pro¬ 
visions  in  abundance  :  wheat  and  barley  and  flour  and  parched 
grain  and  beans  and  lentils'\  these  the  vegetable  products. — 
29.  The  enumeration  goes  on  with  another  class  of  edibles  :  honey 
and  curds  and  sheep  and  calves.  These  they  set  before  David  and 
his  people,  knowing  that  they  would  be  hungry  and  zueary  and 
thirsty  in  the  desert. 

25.  'N*W’n  tnm  ictt’i  e”N_p]  the  form  of  the  sentence  is  puzzling.  We 
expect  the  order  to  be  tnm  ictfi  '£>'  irw,  We.  Why  should  a  man’s  name  be 
called  Ithra  the  Israelite  ?  His  name  was  Ithra  and  he  was  an  Israelite,  but 
in  Israel  itself  Israelite  would  be  no  distinguishing  mark.  In  case  of  a  for¬ 
eigner  it  would  be  different:  Uriah  the  Hittite  was  in  a  certain  sense  the 
name  of  David’s  soldier.  This  consideration  certainly  favours  the  restoration 
of  Ishmaelite  here  in  accordance  with  Chr.  1L  makes  him  a  Jezreelite.  The 
latter  is  read  also  in  this  place  by  two  Greek  codd.  (III.  and  55  of  Parsons), 
but  probably  no  great  weight  can  be  given  to  this  testimony.  —  'ON  bs  so — res] 
the  sentence  would  be  unnecessary  except  in  case  of  a  f -adiqa  marriage,  on 
which  cf.  WRSnrith,  Kinship,  Chap.  3.  —  C’ntTCs]  as  the  Chronicler  makes 
Abigail  a  daughter  of  Jesse,  the  Jewish  expositors  make  Nahash  here  to  be 
another  name  for  Jesse.  But  this  is  very  improbable.  Schm.  and  others  make 
him  the  first  husband  of  Zeruiah’s  mother.  (Slj  and  a  number  of  codd.  read 
leo-ffal,  which  however  may  be  due  to  harmonistic  tendency.  To  the  theory 
that  Nahash  and  not  Abigail  was  the  sister  of  Zeruiah,  which  would  be  a  pos¬ 
sible  construction  of  the  text,  We.  objects  that  Nahash  is  not  a  woman’s  name. 
But  of  this  we  cannot  be  certain.  It  is  not  impossible  that  tt>ru~n3  has  come 
in  under  the  influence  of  e>ru”p  in  the  verse  below.  —  27.  ’tum]  teal 
<55L,  ’Ovea&ei  <HB.  It  is  possible  that  a  verb  once  stood  here.  —  d'Sjis]  iic 
VaKa&eiv  (55L. —  iSpo]  doubtless  the  first  element  is  na  =  p,  Nestle,  in  Am. 
Jour.  Sem.  Lang.  XIII.  3.  —  28.  The  missing  verb  is  put  by  <55  here  and 
would  better  be  restored  in  the  form  lN'nrt.  For  tDZ’S :  5 eica  koItus  tax)  a/x<pi- 
tcut ovs  <55.  The  Shea  is  mipj?,  but  by  a  slight  change  we  get  ntiny  which  makes 
excellent  sense.  With  this  change  (Kl.  and  Nestle)  the  text  of  ©  is  adopted 
above.  —  v?p]  is  erroneously  duplicated  in  the  text.  It  seems  to  belong  with 
ncp.  — 29.  rviDiio]  is  obscure.  <55B  seems  to  have  understood  calves,  and  so 
3L;  and  this  fits  the  immediate  context.  <55B  does  not  translate,  while  j-s® 
make  the  word  mean  cheese.  Possibly  there  is  an  error  in  the  text. 
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XVIII.  1-8.  The  battle.  —  David’s  army  sets  out  from  Maha- 
naim  to  meet  the  force  under  Absalom.  David  offers  to  go  him¬ 
self,  but  yields  to  the  entreaties  of  the  soldiers  that  he  stay  in  the 
city.  He  charges  the  captains  to  spare  Absalom.  —  1.  The  king 
in  person  reviews  the  army  and  appoints  officers.  —  2.  The  three 
generals  are  Joab,  Abishai,  and  the  newly  recruited  Ittai.  —  I  also 
will  go  with  you ]  the  form  of  the  offer  indicates  that  the  king  did 
not  feel  strong  enough  to  assume  the  chief  place.  —  3.  The 
soldiers  dissuade  him ;  if  they  should  be  defeated,  the  enemies’ 
object  would  not  be  attained  so  long  as  David  should  remain 
alive  :  For  thou  art  equal  to  ten  thousand  of  us]  a  common  esti¬ 
mate  of  a  valued  leader.  —  And  besides  it  is  good  that  thou  be  a 
help  to  us  from  the  c ity]  by  sending  out  the  reserves  in  case  of 
necessity. — 4.  The  troops  march  past  the  king  as  he  stands  in 
the  gate.  —  5.  The  charge  to  the  generals:  Gently  for  my  sake 
with  the  lad  Absalom!  To  his  father  he  was  still  but  a  boy. 
That  all  the  soldiers  heard  is  intended  to  prepare  for  v.12.  — 
6.  The  battle  took  place  in  the  jungle  of  Ephraim]  not  otherwise 
known  to  us.  —  7.  Absalom’s  party  was  defeated  with  the  loss  of 
20,000  men.  —  8.  The  battle  became  a  rout;  scattered  over  the 
face  of  the  country ,  and  the  jungle  devoured  more  than  the  sword] 
the  rocky  thickets  were  fatal  to  those  who  attempted  to  flee. 

2.  nSum]  koI  (TpLcraevtre  <3L  points  to  Bryzm,  which  is  more  likely  to  be 
original  because  the  less  common  word.  —  3.  pn:>  nnjr'o]  there  seems  to  be 
no  doubt  that  we  should  read  nnx  for  nnjr,  with  2  codd.,  ©B,  j£,  %  and  Sym. 
(Cappel,  Critica  Sacra,  p.  309,  Th.  ah).  The  sentence  still  does  not  seem 
quite  correct,  and  the  original  may  have  been  simply  D'dPn  mu’j  inn  nnxi. 
<§L  has  on  /cal  vvv  acpaipeOtjaeTat  tj/j.6) v  t]  yr);  which  Kl.  supposes  to  point  to  : 
for  then  the  earth  would  bring  forth  [ten  thousand  times]  more  than  we.  But 
this  seems  forced.  —  “Pry1?]  -nry1?  Qre.  The  latter  is  to  be  restored  (as  the 
Iliphil  is  uncalled  for)  unless  indeed  we  conjecture  “up1?.  —  5.  ■'S'uxb]  <3  has 
a  verb :  rpeiaaoee  pou  ( plol )  possibly  ib::n.  But  there  seems  no  reason  for  de¬ 
parting  from  the  received  text,  cf.  Is.  8s.  —  6.  mss]  (§L  reads  Dune,  obvi¬ 
ously  a  correction  of  the  editor,  cf.  GASmith,  Geog.  p.  335  n.  —  7.  Omit  the 
second  ov  ©,  which  has  come  in  from  the  verse  below.  At  the  end  of  the 
verse  add  with  ©•  —  8.  niMj]  is  to  be  corrected  to  most  with  Qre. 

9-18.  The  fate  of  Absalom.  —  In  the  general  flight  Absalom 
happened  upon  the  servants  of  David']  that  is,  the  body-guard. — 
His  mule  came  into  the  thick  branches  of  a  great  oak,  and  his  head 
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caught  fast  in  the  oak ,  and  he  was  hung  between  heaven  and  earth ] 
being  left  there  as  the  mule  kept  on  her  way.  — 10,  11.  To  the 
young  man  who  told  him,  Joab  said:  Thou  sawest  him!  And 
why  didst  thou  not  smite  him  to  the  ground?  And  my  part  would 
have  been  to  give  thee  ten  shekels  of  silver  and  a  girdle ]  the  girdle 
was  often  richly  wrought,  and  so  worn  as  an  ornament.  — 12.  The 
soldier’s  reply :  And  if  I  were  weighing  in  my  hand  a  thousand 
pieces  of  silver,  I  zvould  not  put  forth  my  hand  on  the  king's  so?i] 
for  the  reason  of  the  king’s  charge  :  Take  care  of  the  young  man 
Absalom.  — 13.  Further  argument  of  the  case:  Had  I  wrought 
deceitfully  against  his  life,  nothing  7vould  have  been  hidden  from 
the  king,  and  thou  wouldst  have  stood  aloof.  This  seems  to  be  the 
best  that  can  be  made  of  the  present  text.  — 14.  Joab  breaks  off 
the  conversation,  takes  three  darts  in  his  hand  :  and  thrust  thetn 
into  the  heart  of  Absalom  yet  alive  in  the  midst  of  the  oak.  We 
think  of  the  oak  as  a  mass  of  thickset  branches  in  which  Absalom 
was  struggling.  — 15.  The  three  darts  must  put  an  end  to  the 
already  exhausted  man,  and  it  is  a  work  of  supererogation  on  the 
part  of  Joab’s  armour-bearers  to  smite  him  and  kill  him  again. 
It  is  probable  therefore  that  the  verse  is  an  interpolation.  — 
16.  Joab  calls  off  the  pursuit,  knowing  that  the  end  has  been 
attained.  — 17.  They  cast  Absalom’s  body  into  the  great  pi t]  the 
article  seems  to  indicate  that  it  was  one  well  known.  —  And  they 
raised  over  hun  a  great  heap  of  stones']  Jos.  72S  829.  — 18.  Another 
monument  had  been  erected  by  himself  in  the  vicinity  of  Jerusalem. 

9.  tnpn]  is  probably  correct,  though  we  might  expect  another  verb. — 
inn]  Kal  avaKpefxdcrde  <55L :  'Sn'Ni  3T :  'PnnNi  S,  all  pointing  to  Snn,  which 
alone  is  in  place,  notice  n?n  in  the  next  verse.  — 11.  nnV  Ayi]  an  obligation 
rests  upon  one.  has  simply  Kal  eyii  av  SefiwKeiv,  in  favour  of  which  Th. 
urges  that  there  was  no  obligation  in  the  matter.  But  surely  it  is  the  com¬ 
mander’s  duty  to  reward  valour  in  his  soldiers.  — 12.  nSi]  is,  of  course,  NiSi. 
—  bps']  We.  proposes  to  make  a  passive,  because  the  recipient  does  not  tell 
the  money,  but  the  payer.  The  soldier  however  seems  to  mean :  if  I  were  to 
feel  the  weight  of  that  money  paid  into  my  hand.  —  ’d]  is  unintelligible;  read 
A  with  the  versions  and  2  codd.  — 13.  in]  may  possibly  do,  but  it  is  better 
to  correct  it  to  dn.  <3  connects  the  whole  clause  with  the  preceding  verse, 
making  it  a  part  of  David’s  exhortation.  Take  care  of  the  young  man  Absa¬ 
lom,  lest  any  one  work  injustice  to  his  life.  But  the  present  verse  seems  to 
need  the  words.  The  only  real  difficulty  is  in  the  word  *ips\  The  killing  of 
Absalom  would  not  be  deceit.  —  lS’fijs]  'C’Qja  Qre.  The  latter  is  read  also  by 
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<SL.  — 14.  D’i32i:’]  clubs  are  not  thrust  into  one’s  heart,  so  that  we  should 
probably  read  □’nSc  with  <S  /3eAi)  (Th.).  — 15.  For  the  reason  above  given, 
We.  regards  the  verse  as  an  interpolation  {Comp.  p.  261).  Th.,  followed  by 
Ki.,  begins  the  sentence  with  the  preceding  clause :  But  as  he  was  yet  alive  in 
the  heart  of  the  oak,  ten  of  Joab's  armour-bearers  compassed  him.  But  for  this 
we  should  at  least  have  ~\r;  Nim  instead  of  the  bare  inly.  For  this  reason  it 
seems  best  to  regard  the  verse  as  an  interpolation  except  mn'D'i  at  the  end; 
this  word,  pointed  lnryifi'i,  will  readily  join  to  the  end  of  v.14.  The  ingenious 
construction  of  Kl.  which  makes  Joab  simply  release  Absalom  from  the  tree 
so  that  he  is  really  slain  by  the  armour-bearers,  lacks  basis  in  the  text.  — 
18.  On  H3SD,  We.,  TBS.  The  statement  seems  to  conflict  with  1427.  Of  the 
two,  this  seems  more  likely  to  be  original,  as  it  is  quite  in  place  to  explain 
why  Absalom  had  a  monument  in  the  kings  dale.  The  location  is  unknown. 
Josephus  puts  it  two  stadia  from  Jerusalem  {Ant.  VIII.,  X.  3).  —  Tom]  cf. 
ZA  TW.  XI.  p.  178,  XVII.  p.  74;  and  Schwally,  Leben  nach  dem  Tode  (1892), 
pp.  28,  58.  The  indications  are  in  favour  of  worship  of  the  dead,  as  the  motive 
for  the  erection  of  such  a  monument. 

19-32.  The  news  is  brought  to  David  by  two  runners.  The 
first  is  Ahimaaz,  already  known  to  us,  1527.  He  asks  permission  to 
bring  the  king  tidings  :  that  Yahweh  has  pronounced  for  him  as 
against  his  enemies.  —  20.  Joab  at  first  refuses  permission  because 
he  knows  that  the  king  will  be  grieved  at  Absalom’s  death ;  and 
to  bring  bad  tidings  would  not  be  of  advantage  to  Ahimaaz. — 
21.  Joab  then  calls  a  negro  (naturally,  a  slave)  and  commands 
him  :  Go  tell  the  king  what  thou  hast  seen ]  a  message  of  grief 
by  a  despised  messenger.  —  22.  Ahimaaz  again  begs  permission: 
However  it  may  be,  let  me  run ]  the  motive  is  not  very  clear  — 
whether  a  desire  to  break  the  news  more  gently  than  the  slave 
would,  or  simply  an  ambition  to  carry  the  tidings.  Joab  dissuades 
him  :  Why  is  it  that  thou  wilt  run,  my  son,  seeing  that  no  reward 
will  be  given  thee  ?  —  23.  Ahimaaz  is  still  insistent,  and  Joab  gives 
the  desired  permission :  And  Ahimaaz  ran  by  the  way  of  the 
[  Jordan ]  valley,  and  outran  the  negro~\  the  direct  way  was  prob¬ 
ably  across  the  hills,  but  the  roughness  of  the  country  made  that 
way  more  difficult.  —  24.  Meanwhile  David  was  sitting  between 
the  gates ]  that  is,  in  the  building  which  was  both  gateway  and 
tower.  The  watchman  had  gone  up  to  the  roof  of  the  gate ;  thence 
he  saw  a  man  running  alone.  —  25.  To  the  news,  the  king  said  : 
If  he  be  alone,  tidings  are  in  his  mouth.  Were  he  a  fugitive 
from  the  battle,  others  would  appear  scattered  over  the  plain.  — 
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26.  Seeing  another  runner :  the  watchman  on  the  gate  cried : 
Another  man  running  alone  /]  to  which  the  king  made  answer  : 
This  also  is  a  bearer  of  tidings.  —  27.  The  watchman  recognizes 
the  foremost :  I  see  that  the  running  of  the  first  is  like  the  running 
of  Ahimaaz  ben  Zadok~\  so  Jehu  is  known  at  a  distance  by  his 
manner  of  driving.  The  king  judges  the  character  of  the  message 
from  the  character  of  the  messenger :  He  is  a  good  man  atid  a 
good  message  he  will  bring.  —  28.  And  Ahimaaz  drew  near  and 
said  to  the  king :  Peace~\  the  customary  salutation,  followed  by  the 
customary  prostration.  The  news  is  conveyed  in  a  pious  ejacula¬ 
tion  :  Blessed  is  Yahweh  thy  God  who  has  delivered  over  the  men 
who  lifted  up  their  hand  against  my  lord  the  king !  The  words 
give  certain  information  of  the  victory,  and  contain  a  hint  of  the 
fate  of  Absalom.  —  29.  The  king  asks  directly  concerning  his  son, 
and  receives  the  reply  :  I  saw  the  great  tumult  when  Joab  sent  thy 
servant  but  I  do  not  know  what  it  was.  It  seems  evident  that 
this  is  false.  —  30,31.  The  negro’s  arrival  and  greeting:  Let  my 
lord  the  king  receive  tidings  :  for  Yahweh  has  avenged  thee\  cf.  v.19. 
—  32.  The  question  about  Absalom  receives  this  time  an  unmis¬ 
takable  answer  :  May  the  enemies  of  my  lord  the  king ,  a?id  all  who 
rise  up  against  thee  for  evil  be  as  the  lad  is  ! 


19.  1'2'N  I'D  mm  last?]  the  constructio  pregnans  like  I  S.  2415. —  20.  p_l?y] 
is  to  be  read  with  the  Qre.  p  has  fallen  out  owing  to  its  similarity  to  p.  <gL 
represents  'D  only,  cf.  Jd.  622.  —  21.  It  is  an  old  question  whether  'cia  is  to 
be  taken  as  a  proper  name  or  as  an  appellative.  As  the  form  used  is  nearly 
always  >!>un,  the  latter  is  more  probable.  The  Cushites  were  properly  the 
Nubians,  but  probably  the  name  was  extended  to  cover  all  natives  of  Africa 
beyond  Egypt.  The  trade  in  slaves  brought  them  to  Asia.  The  first  occur¬ 
rence  of  the  word  here  should  be  without  the  article  'D’lA’,  the  second  on  the 
other  hand  should  have  the  article  supplied  —  'DMDn. —  22.  nn  'mi]  let  it  be 
what  it  may,  is  an  answer  to  Joab’s  objection  in  v.20.  —  ns«D]  is  obscure. 
We.  proposes  nmsp,  brought  forth,  which  is  adopted  by  Bu.  But  the  phrase  is 
even  then  not  very  clear.  Possibly  the  word  is  a  corruption  of  nami  which  is 

needed  in  the  next  verse.  —  23.  At  the  beginning  insert  mmi  with  ©SIL. _ 

-ODn]  is  the  Jordan  valley,  Gen.  1312  Dt.  34s.  — 26.  “vpferrSN]  Before,  the 
watchman  had  cried  directly  to  the  king,  and  so,  if  we  may  judge  by  the  king’s 
reply,  he  does  here.  Read  therefore  lyrn  f  with  @L  £ :  in  culmine  %  seems 
to  mean  the  same;  igem  hft  of  will  hardly  do.  After  the  second  add 
inn  with  ©£.  —  27.  mm  naits  nmtso-hm]  it  seems  more  natural  to  read  pm 
mm  nmiD  mwa  which  is  favoured  by  2C,  and  cf.  @L  ofoti.  —  28.  mip'i]  (5L 
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renders  Jip'i,  which  was  conjectured  also  by  We.  before  the  publication  of 
that  edition.  —  lNB’j'ie’Nj  traces  of  a  Greek  reading  point  to  an  original:  who 
hate  (lvNjc)  the  hand  [or  power\  of  my  lord  the  king.  —  29.  It  seems  necessary 
to  read  DiWn  with  15  codd. — 'cn  ujrnN]  is  superfluous  and  grammatically 
in  the  wrong  place;  it  should  be  stricken  out,  reading  "pajrnN  for  yrwxi  (Bu. 
following  We.),  ns  should  perhaps  be  followed  by  oa»  <5,  or  ton.  —  30.  ncyn] 
<§L  adds  oTi'cro)  avTov.  —  31.  ’cot]  the  second  time  is  omitted  by  <3B  5>IL  and 
is  in  fact  superfluous. 

XIX.  l-9a.  David’s  emotion  and  Joab’s  rebuke.  —  The  king 
was  shocked]  having  hoped  against  hope  to  the  last.  —  He  went 
up  to  the  chamber  over  the  gate]  a  common  feature  in  city  gate¬ 
ways.  And  thus  he  said  in  his  weeping:  My  son  Absalom  !  My 
son ,  my  son  Absalom  !  Oh  that  I  had  died  for  thee,  Absalom,  my 
son,  my  son !  The  fondness  which  had  shown  itself  in  early 
indulgence,  here  breaks  out  in  uncontrolled  grief.  —  3.  The  vic¬ 
tory  was  turned  to  mourning  that  day,  because  the  people  heard : 
the  king  grieves  for  his  son.  —  4.  Instead  of  the  triumphal  march, 
the  people  stole  away  to  the  city  as  people  steal  away  who  are 
ashamed  of  having  fled  in  battle ]  the  approval  of  the  king  had 
been  their  incentive.  There  seemed  now  no  hope  of  this. — 
5.  The  king  on  his  part  wrapped  tip  his  face  and  cried  aloud: 
My  son  Absalom  /  Absalom,  my  son,  my  son  !]  oblivious  of  every¬ 
thing  but  his  grief. —  6,7.  Joab  rebukes  David  :  Thou  hast  shamed 
to-day  the  face  of  all  thy  servants,  who  saved  thy  life  and  the  life  of 
thy  sons  and  daughters,  and  the  life  of  thy  wives  and  concubines, 
by  loving  thine  enemies  and  hating  them  that  love  thee]  the  hard- 
headed  warrior  told  a  wholesome  truth.  The  throne  of  David 
would  not  have  been  secure  so  long  as  Absalom  lived.  The  con¬ 
duct  of  the  king  said  in  effect :  that  princes  and  officers  are  nothing 
to  thee']  in  comparison  to  Absalom.  For  I  knoiv  that  if  Absalom 
were  alive,  and  all  of  us  were  dead  this  day,  then  thou  wouldst  be 
pleased.  —  8.  The  occasion  calls  for  action  :  Rise,  go  forth  and 
speak  to  the  heart  of  thy  servants ]  speak  a  word  of  encouragement, 
Is.  40'.  Should  he  not  do  this,  the  people  would  desert  —  an 
oriental  army  quickly  melts  away  under  discouragement ;  And 
this  will  be  worse  to  thee  than  all  the  evil  that  has  come  upon  thee 
from  thy  youth  until  noted]  the  nature  of  the  threatened  evil  is  not 
given,  but  probably  the  thought  is  that  the  kingdom  will  fall  to 
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pieces.  —  9.  The  last  four  words  belong  to  the  following  para¬ 
graph.  David  sees  the  force  of  Joab’s  words,  commands  himself, 
comes  down  and  sits  in  the  gate,  and  receives  the  people. 

1.  oi'i]  the  verb  seems  to  mean  to  tremble  under  strong  emotion.  —  iro73] 
eV  rtf  KAaletv  avrov  ©L  pointing  to  iro23.  In  spite  of  We.’s  commendation 
of  f§,  the  alternate  reading  seems  to  me  better.  —  2.  The  verse  logically 
belongs  after  v.5,  unless  the  author  means  that  news  was  carried  to  Joab  while 
still  in  the  field.  —  3.  The  second  xinn  QV2  is  superfluous  and  perhaps  erro¬ 
neous. —  4.  ncn*?D2]  is  lacking  in  ©A —  5.  taxS]  for  aS,  the  vowel  written 
plene,  as  in  C’Ni  121.  —  “[Son]  the  second  time,  is  probably  to  be  omitted  with 
©LS>IL. —  6.  neon]  from  c’12,  Ges.26  §78  b.  —  -peuSs  c’sji]  ©B  omits  C’s:, 
bringing  this  clause  into  line  with  the  preceding.  The  insertion  was  proba¬ 
bly  made  to  prevent  too  close  association  of  the  concubines  with  the  wives 
(Nestle).  —  7.  -]S  px  13]  the  parallels  give  the  meaning  thou  hast  no  princes. 
But  here  the  sense  seems  to  be  like  that  of  run  px3  Is.  4017.  —  tn-'d]  the  'D 
simply  resumes  the  former  0  (Dr.).  — 8.  Nil1  inx]  is  the  protasis.  The  ox 
which  follows  is  the  ox  of  the  oath,  cf.  Davidson,  Syntax,  §  132,  .7?  3.  —  ijj] 
some  copies  have  ijn. —  9.  -|Son  nnS]  ©L  adds  ijurn  Sx. 

9b-15.  Proposals  are  made  for  the  recall  of  David.  —  Israel 
had  fled,  each  to  his  tent,  and  the  people  expostulated  in  all  the 
tribes  of  Israel ]  the  intimation  seems  to  be  that  the  common 
people  were  vexed  at  the  slowness  of  the  leaders.  — 11.  The 
recollection  of  David’s  former  benefits,  with  the  fact  of  Absalom’s 
death,  prompts  the  question  :  Why  do  you  delay  to  bring  back  the 
king ?  This  word  of  theirs  came  to  the  ears  of  David  (for  the 
correct  text,  see  the  note).  — 12.  With  genuine  oriental  love  of 
his  own  clan  he  incites  Judah  not  to  be  behind  the  other  tribes, 
working  by  means  of  his  friends  the  priests :  Say  to  the  Sheikhs 
of  Judah :  Why  should  you  be  the  last  to  bring  back  the  king  to  his 
house  ?  The  reason  was,  of  course,  that  they  had  been  the  leaders 
in  the  rebellion.  — 13.  The  bond  of  blood  is  urged  as  a  reason 
why  they  should  not  be  backward.  — 14.  Amasa,  as  one  of  the 
most  influential,  is  to  be  won  by  the  promise  of  the  chief  com¬ 
mand  in  place  of  Joab.  — 15.  And  Amasa  turned  the  heart  of  all 
the  men  of  Judah  as  one  man]  so  that  they  sent  for  David  to 
return  with  all  his  retainers. 

10.  p“u]  would  mean  were  in  a  state  of  mutual  strife  (Dr.).  But  as  the 
Niphal  occurs  nowhere  else,  we  should  perhaps  read  pS:  with  ©A — -xim]  is 
emphatic.  —  11.  At  the  end  of  the  verse,  ©  adds  the  clause  which  in  ft)  comes 
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at  the  end  of  v.12,  omitting  it  there :  ■^Drrl?N  to  VtniP'-'w  nan.  As  shown 
by  Th.,  the  words  belong  here  and  not  there.  — 12.  The  end  of  the  verse 
should  be  at  the  Athnach,  the  rest  having  come  in  by  transposition,  and  having 
been  increased  by  erroneous  addition  of  ino_l?N  from  the  line  above. — 
13.  The  opening  words  seem  the  most  proper  introduction  to  the  speech,  and 
it  is  possible  that  they  belong  immediately  after  the  second  idnS  of  the  pre¬ 
ceding  verse,  all  between  being  erroneous  duplication.  —  14.  non]  for  noun, 
Ges.26,  68  h. — 15.  tan]  (§L  is  probably  correct  in  its  interpretation  when  it 
inserts  Amasa  as  the  subject.  Quite  as  good  is  the  reading  of  K:  aaS  tan. 

16-24.  The  return  of  the  king.  —  So  David  returned  marks 
the  transition,  closing  the  account  of  the  negotiations  and  opening 
the  narrative  of  his  journey.  Judah  came  down  to  Gilgal,  the 
well-known  sanctuary  in  the  Arabah,  to  go  to  meet  the  king.  It 
seems  hardly  consistent  with  this  to  add :  to  bring  the  king  over 
the  Jordan.  The  latter  seems  to  have  been  the  work  of  Ziba. — 

17.  The  verse  should  include  the  first  four  words  of  v.18 :  Shimei 
went  down  to  meet  the  king  with  the  men  of  Judah,  and  a  thousand 
men  of  Benjamin  with  him]  the  account  is  continued  in  19b.  — 

18.  The  zeal  of  Ziba  is  described  in  a  parenthetical  sentence 
which  includes  19a.  He,  with  his  fifteen  sons  and  twenty  servants, 
rushed  through  the  Jordan  before  the  king]  the  meaning  of  the 
verb  is  uncertain.  — 19.  And  they  kept  crossing  the  ford  to  bring 
the  household  of  the  king  over,  and  to  do  what  would  please  him. 
The  Jordan,  though  not  a  large  stream,  is  swift  and  treacherous. 
The  women  and  children  would  need  the  help  of  strong  and 
experienced  guides.  The  latter  part  of  the  verse  returns  to  Shimei, 
who  fell  down  before  the  king  as  he  crossed  the  Jordan]  at  the  very 
ford.  —  20.  Shimei’s  prayer  is  :  Let  not  my  lord  charge  guilt  to 
me  ;  and  do  not  remember  what  thy  servant  did  perversely  .  .  .  that 
the  king  should  pay  attention  to  it]  he  attempts  no  justification,  as 
indeed  grounds  for  justification  were  none.  —  21.  He  now  realizes 
that  he  sinned,  and  confessing  it  pleads  his  present  zeal :  I  am 
come  to-day,  first  of  all  the  house  of  Joseph]  Benjamin  is  not  reck¬ 
oned  to  Joseph  in  the  genealogies  —  this  must  be  a  more  ancient 
conception.  —  22.  Abishai  is  strenuous,  as  before,  to  put  Shimei  to 
death  :  because  he  cursed  the  anointed  of  Yahweh]  the  divinity 
that  doth  hedge  a  king  made  his  crime  blasphemy.  —  23.  David 
again  disclaims  fellowship  with  the  sons  of  Zeruiah  who  would  be 
his  adversary,  hindering  him  from  doing  what  he  would.  To-day 
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shall  a  man  be  put  to  death  in  Israeli  Evidently  conciliation  was 
to  be  the  order  of  the  day,  for  the  king  had  the  confidence  that 
he  was  fully  restored  to  his  throne.  The  acclaim  of  the  people 
had  moved  him  to  this  generosity.  —  24.  He  therefore  gives 
Shimei  the  sworn  assurance  that  he  shall  not  die.  We  should  be 
better  pleased  with  Shimei  had  he  taken  his  punishment  like  a 
man,  for  his  reviling  of  the  king  no  doubt  expressed  his  real  mind. 

16.  'm  "I'cyri1?]  It  would  be  more  appropriate  to  say  when  he  had  crossed, 
and  perhaps  something  of  that  kind  was  the  original  text.  — 17,  18.  The  verse 
division  here  and  in  the  following  two  verses  is  confused  (We.).  Divide  at 
jd’jjd,  at  “[San  unS,  and  at  u’ya  .  —  rut’cni]  on  the  form  Ges.26,  §  97  e.  —  inSxi] 
the  tense  seems  wrong  and  we  should  probably  strike  off  the  initial  1  ;  notice 
the  preceding  word.  The  meaning  of  n1?*  is  elsewhere  to  come  violently  upon, 
to  take  violent  possession  of,  generally  used  of  the  Spirit’s  coming  upon  a  man. 
The  only  reason  for  its  use  here  is  that  it  describes  the  energy  with  which  Ziba 
acted.  — 19.  mayn  mayi]  is  taken  traditionally  to  mean  that  a  ferry-boat 
■went  over.  But  this  meaning  for  may  is  without  conhrmation.  The  word 
elsewhere  means  ford.  The  verb  here  must  be  the  plural  nayi,  and  the  tense 
indicates  the  repeated  action.  The  band  of  experienced  men  went  back  and 
forth,  carrying  the  children  and  leading  the  riding  animals  of  the  women.  It 
is  unnecessary  therefore  to  correct  according  to  ©  to  mayn  nayu  (Kl.,  Bu.). 
—  for  “vaynS,  Ges.26,  §  53  q. —  The  extraordinary  points  over  the  word 

XX'  indicate  that  the  Scribes  wish  to  suggest  nxx'  (Ginsburg).  —  U'ya]  to  be 
read  with  Qre  vrya  . —  20.  niyn]  cf.  714. —  23.  lac’s]  in  1  S.  29*  the  Philis¬ 
tines  contemplated  the  possibility  of  David’s  becoming  a  jac>,  a  traitor  in  the 
camp  ;  in  much  the  same  light  David  views  the  sons  of  Zeruiah  here.  —  ovn] 
the  second  time,  is  probably  to  be  read  avnn,  Lag.  Proph.  Chald.  p.  li. — 
'njn']  olSaTt  <§L  is  perhaps  more  forcible  —  do  you  not  know  that  I  have  the 
right  to  decide  as  king? 

25.  The  next  incident  was  the  coming  of  Meribbaal  ben  Saul, 
as  he  is  called  by  —  He  had  not  dressed  his  feet~\  his  lameness 
made  some  special  attention  to  them  advisable.  —  And  had  not 
trimmed  his  moustache  and  had  not  washed  his  clothes ]  neglect  of 
the  person  is  a  sign  of  mourning.  — -26.  As  Meribbaal’s  home  was 
Jerusalem,  he  came  from  Jerusalem  to  meet  the  king.  The  king 
naturally  inquires  why  he  had  not  gone  with  the  household  at  the 
coming  of  Absalom. — 27.  The  reply  is:  My  lord  the  king,  my 
servant  deceived  me.  For  thy  setvant  commanded  him:  Saddle 
the  ass  that  I  may  ride  upoti  her  and  go  with  the  king ]  the  suffi¬ 
cient  explanation  why  he  was  powerless  to  do  more  is  his  lameness, 
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which  he  therefore  mentions.  —  28.  But  he  slandered  thy  servant 
to  my  lord  the  king ]  the  case  is  sufficiently  clear,  and  he  leaves  it 
to  the  decision  of  the  king.  —  29.  For  all  the  house  of  my  father 
were  deserving  only  of  death  before  my  lord  the  king ,  when  thou 
didst  set  thy  servant  among  those  who  eat  at  thy  table"]  the  unde¬ 
served  kindness  of  the  king  was  a  reason  why  he  should  now  be 
contented  with  his  decision  :  And  what  further  claim  have  I  to 
cry  to  the  king?  The  resignation  is  a  little  forced.  —  30.  The 
king  is  impatient :  Why  wilt  thou  go  on  talking?  I  have  decided : 
Thou  and  Ziba  shall  divide  the  land]  undoubtedly  the  zeal  of  Ziba 
in  serving  the  king  was  the  reason  for  this  decision.  Possibly  there 
was  also  some  suspicion  that  Meribbaal  had  not  been  as  prompt 
as  he  might  have  been  in  endeavouring  to  follow  David.  — 
31.  Meribbaal  is  content  even  that  Ziba  should  have  the  whole: 
since  my  lord  the  king  has  come  home  safe  and  sound. 

25.  SlNIf'p]  ulos  vlov  HaouA  <3B  ■  vlbs  ’I cova9av  vlov  2aov A  are  evident 
expansions.  —  I'S-n  rupjTNbi]  had  the  author  meant  simply  that  he  had  not 
washed  his  feet,  he  would  probably  have  used  another  verb.  In  Dt.  2i1'2, 
is  used  of  trimming  the  nails,  but  the  nails  are  named.  —  rob  arn'irj1?]  the 
article  is  surprising,  but  perhaps  due  to  the  mistake  of  a  scribe;  Dr.  cites 
Ex.  918.  —  26.  oWli']  should  be  obiPVVD  (Ew.  G  VI3.  III.  p.  259,  E.  Trans. 
III.  p.  191).  —  27.  After  "pa?  insert  ib,  and  for  roans  read  naon,  so  <3S,  for 
Meribbaal  was  not  able  to  saddle  her  himself.  And  the  fact  that  he  had  given 
command  to  Ziba  put  the  crime  of  the  latter  in  a  stronger  light.  —  mbp]  should 
possibly  be  l’by,  as  man  is  generally  the  male.  —  28.  bam]  here  only  of  going 
about  as  a  slanderer. —  29.  In  (§L  the  second  half  of  the  verse  is:  And  from 
whose  hand  shall  I  receive  justice?  And  he  cried  further  to  the  king.  This 
may  be  original,  as  the  next  verse  intimates  that  he  is  talking  too  much. — 
30.  unn]  @L  seems  to  read  nann. 

32-40.  The  parting  with  Barzillai.  —  It  is  not  certain  that  the 
author  follows  the  exact  order  of  events.  We  suppose  that  the 
parting  from  Barzillai  took  place  before  the  meeting  with  Merib¬ 
baal.  The  plan  is  to  recount  the  meeting  with  Ziba,  Shimei,  and 
Meribbaal  in  connexion,  and  then  to  take  up  the  parting  scene. 

32.  Barzillai  came  down  from  his  home,  and  went  with  the  king 
to  bid  him  good-bye  at  the  fordan]  it  was  the  part  of  politeness  to 
accompany  a  departing  guest  the  first  stage  of  his  journey.— 
33.  The  old  man  had  nourished  the  king  in  his  exile  at  Maha- 
naim,  a  thing  which  his  wealth  enabled  him  to  do.  —  34.  David 
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invites  him  to  become  a  member  of  the  court.  —  35.  Barzillai 
declines  on  account  of  his  years.  —  36.  Age  had  blunted  his  senses 
so  that  he  did  not  know  good  from  evil~\  the  sense  in  which  he 
intends  this  is  indicated  by  his  further  questions :  Can  thy  servant 
taste  that  which  I  eat  and  that  which  I  drink .?]  the  inconsistent 
use  of  the  pronouns  in  such  sentences  is  not  uncommon.  —  Or 
can  I  hear  the  voice  of  singers,  men  or  women  .?]  the  pleasures  of 
the  court  have  no  attractions  for  him.  —  37.  For  thy  servant  will 
go  a  little  ways  with  the  king,  and  why  should  the  king  give  me  this 
recompense .?]  depreciation  of  his  own  services  in  accordance  with 
politeness.  —  38.  His  only  desire  is  to  return  home  and  die  near 
the  sepulchre  of  his  father  and  his  mother.  But  the  favour  which 
he  declines  for  himself  he  will  accept  for  Chimham  his  son. — 
39.  The  king  willingly  consents  to  take  Chimham  with  him  :  and 
all  thou  shalt  choose  to  lay  upon  me  I  will  do.  —  40.  With  this, 
David  dismisses  his  host,  standing  at  the  Jordan. 

32.  p-pn]  (first)  is  superfluous,  Bu.  (at  any  rate  accus.  loci,  Kl.). — 
pi'trnN]  cannot  be  right  of  course.  And  as  we  must  emend,  it  will  be  best 
to  follow  ©L  fie  tov  ’lopSdvou.  Barzillai  parted  from  him  at  the  Jordan,  from 
that  point  he  dismissed  him.  The  emendation  of  KL,  adopted  by  Bu.,  which 
finds  here  a  mention  of  Chimham,  seems  to  me  too  bold.  —  33.  lfO'UO]  is 
rendered  by  ©  io  rtf  oixelv  a Inov  (so  S).  It  is  quite  likely  however  that  the 
author  intended  lrvattO,  as  the  stay  across  the  Jordan  was  a  real  exile. — 
34.  inx]  rb  yrjpds  aov  ©  indicates  (possibly  a  reminiscence  of  the  iro'a’ 

in  v.83),  adopted  by  Ew.  and  others.  —  35.  hod]  the  question  is:  Is  my  age 
such  that  it  is  proper  for  me  to  go  to  court? — 36.  Tip]  is  twice  lacking  in  ©L. 
Such  words  are  easily  inserted  and  also  easily  omitted.  —  37.  opes]  on  b\i~yov 
&L  is  certainly  smoother.  —  pTrwnN]  is  probably  to  be  stricken  out,  as  the 
verb  was  taken  by  a  scribe  to  mean  cross  over.  If  retained,  it  must  be  changed 
to  p-nn  Sn.  —  38.  anno]  Nestle  {Am.  Jour.  Sem.  Lang.  XIII.  p.  173)  suggests 
that  the  name  is  derived  from  nna,  he  has  weak  sight.  —  39.  'Sp  man]  construc- 
tio  pregnans.  —  40.  nap  iScm]  It  seems  unnecessary  that  Barzillai  should 
cross  and  then  recross  the  river.  ©L  is  probably  right  therefore  in  reading 
ncp  for  nap  here  :  All  the  people  crossed  the  Jordan,  but  the  king  stood  still ; 
and  the  king  kissed  Barzillai  and  bade  him  good-bye. 


XIX.  41-XX.  3.  The  strife  between  Judah  and  Israel.  — The 

king  passed  by  Gilgal,  Chimham  being  with  him,  and  all  the  people 
of  fudah  were  marchmg  along  with  the  king,  and  half  the  people 
of  Israel J  the  mark  which  divided  Judah  and  Israel  shows  itself 
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on  every  such  occasion.  The  king’s  conduct  in  this  matter  rather 
accentuated  than  obliterated  it.  —  42.  The  men  of  Israel  appar¬ 
ently  realize  that  Judah  has  been  favoured  by  an  invitation  from 
David  :  Why  have  our  bretht-eti  the  men  of  Judah  stolen  thee  and 
brought  the  king  and  his  house  over  the  Jordan  ?  The  conclusion 
of  the  verse  seems  to  mean  :  when  all  the  men  of  David  are 
[equally]  his  people ]  the  wrong  was  in  David’s  giving  the  prefer¬ 
ence  to  his  kinsmen.  —  43.  The  answer  of  Judah:  Because  the 
king  is  near  of  kin  to  me.  And  why  is  it  that  thou  art  angry  at 
this  thing?  Have  we  at  all  eaten  of  the  king?  or  has  any  thing 
been  carried  away  by  us  ?]  the  insinuation  is  that  Israel  has  inter¬ 
ested  motives,  suspecting  that  Judah  is  claiming  offices  and  emolu¬ 
ments.  —  44.  The  retort :  I  have  ten  shares  of  the  king ]  out  of 
the  twelve  which  all  Israel  might  claim,  and  I  am  the  first  born 
rather  than  thou.  Elsewhere,  Judah  is  supposed  to  have  succeeded 
to  the  birthright  in  default  of  Reuben.  Why  hast  thou  treated 
me  with  contempt —  was  not  my  word  first  to  bring  back  my  king? 
The  fact  was  as  they  claimed.  But  in  spite  of  all,  the  men  of 
Judah  were  more  strenuous  in  the  strife.  —  XX.  1.  The  result  was 
a  new  rebellion  :  There  happened  to  be  there  a  vile  man  whose 
name  was  Sheba  ben  Bichri,  a  Benja7nite~\  the  feelings  of  men 
had  become  so  inflamed  that  any  bold  leader  might  stir  up  a 
revolt.  He  started  the  cry  : 

We  have  no  share  in  David, 

And  we  have  710  part  hi  the  Son  of  Jesse  ; 

Each  to  his  tents,  O  Israel ! 

The  exhortation  is  to  leave  their  allegiance,  and  resume  the  old 
tribal  independence.  —  2.  The  men  of  Israel  deserted  the  train 
of  David,  but  the  men  of  Judah  clave  to  their  king  from  the  Jordan 
to  Jerusalem ]  the  blood  was  the  bond. 

3.  Further  account  of  the  rebellion  is  interrupted  by  this  verse, 
which  tells  how  David  treated  the  ten  concubines  on  whom  Absa¬ 
lom  had  demonstrated  his  possession  of  the  royal  power.  These 
he  put  in  a  house  of  guard~\  where  they  would  be  under  surveil¬ 
lance,  and  supported  them ,  but  did  no t  go  to  them ]  as  a  husband. 
—  So  they  were  shut  in  until  the  day  of  their  death ]  the  last  two 
words  are  obscure  and  probably  corrupt. 
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41.  jnca]  occurs  here  only,  elsewhere  onoa.  — 11':;"]  Kt :  vvayn  Qre. 
Better  than  either  is  o'-oj>  @B.  —  42.  my  m  'tf  the  clause,  in  the  point¬ 

ing  of  fil,  reads  like  an  afterthought  and  is  superfluous  in  the  context.  But 
if  we  point  'D>,  we  get  the  assertion  that  all  David's  men  are  his  people,  which 
bears  directly  on  the  subject.  It  seems  to  me  enough  to  make  this  slight 
change.  Kl.  proposes  idj>  Stf'itf'  if'N  Sm.  But  in  this  passage  where  the  dis¬ 
tinction  is  made  between  Israel  and  Judah,  this  would  be  misleading. — 
43.  PNifj]  is  grammatically  and  syntactically  difficult.  Gratz  ( G .  d.  Juden , 
I.  p.  287)  proposes  to  read  nNifr,  or  has  a  portion  [from  his  table]  been  carried 
away  for  us  ?  This  in  connexion  with  the  previous  clause  makes  good  sense 
and  seems  favoured  by  ©.  The  Judahites  say :  we  have  neither  eaten  of  the 
king’s  table  nor  received  presents  from  it.  Dr.  proposes  to  read  Ntf:  (the  infini¬ 
tive  absolute). —  44.  ina]  read  naa  with  (§  (Th.).  —  Nbi]  is  difficult  and  proba¬ 
bly  to  be  emended  to  nSi.  The  second  question  is  plainly  required  by  the  sense. 
The  second  '*?  is  difficult,  and  has  probably  arisen  by  erroneous  duplication  of 
b  at  the  beginning  of  the  next  word.  —  XX.  1.  bydz  if  \x]  (§L  inserts  p, 
whereas  <SB  has  S;''L,3  p.  We  find  'j'la'  for  Benjamite  only  here  and  Esth. 
25.  —  3.  D'lfj]  lacking  in  (@L.  —  dp'Ski]  the  masculine  for  the  feminine  —  6 
codd.  have  P’Sni,  but  this  is  probably  a  correction  of  the  scribes.  —  nvn  nucStf] 
is  unintelligible,  and  as  the  sense  is  complete  without  it,  possibly  a  gloss.  But 
the  meaning  of  the  glossator  is  obscure;  nvn  occurs  only  here  but  might  mean 
life:  a  widowhood  of  life  however  would  not  mean  a  life-long  widowhood. 
<55  xvpai  seems  to  read  nvn  rijc'lN —  living  widows  however  is  so  self- 
evident  that  it  could  not  need  to  be  expressed.  A  widowhood  daring  the 
lifetime  of  the  husband  or  widows  whose  husband  was  living  (We.)  would  be 
otherwise  expressed. 

XX.  4-13.  The  murder  of  Amasa.  —  Joab  shows  the  same 
conscienceless  rigour  in  dealing  with  Amasa  as  he  showed  in  the 
case  of  Abner  —  more  unscrupulous  in  fact,  because  in  Abner’s 
case  he  had  the  excuse  of  blood  revenge. 

4.  The  king  has  already  appointed  Amasa  chief  of  the  army, 
for  he  commands  him  (and  not  Joab)  to  call  together  the  men 
of  Judah  within  three  days. —5.  Amasa,  however,  lacked  the 
energy  of  Joab  and  delayed  beyond  the  time  which  he  had  ap¬ 
pointed  him.  —  6.  David  sees  that  time  works  for  the  rebels  and 
orders  Abishai  to  take  his  lord's  servants,  that  is,  the  body  guard, 
and  pursue  him,  lest  he  find  fortified  cities  and  escape  from  us. — 
7.  The  original  reading  seems  to  me  to  be  :  And  there  went  out 
after  Abishai,  Joab  and  the  Cherethites  and  the  others.  —  8.  They 
were  by  the  great  stone  in  Gibeon  when  Amasa  came  leading  the 
people ]  meaning  the  soldiers  whom  he  had  levied.  As  Amasa  was 
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raising  the  men  of  Judah,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  he  could  be  at 
Gibeon,  unless  he  overtook  Abishai  there,  and  we  may  interpret 
this  language  accordingly.  The  second  half  of  the  verse  is  de¬ 
signed  to  show  how  Joab  prepared  himself  for  his  attack  in  such  a 
way  that  Amasa’s  suspicion  was  not  aroused.  Unfortunately,  it  is 
impossible  to  discover  from  the  present  text  how  he  did  it,  and 
the  versions  give  little  help.  That  Joab’s  sword  was  girded  on  his 
loins  is  so  much  a  matter  of  course  that  the  author  probably  in¬ 
tended  to  tell  us  more.  —  9.  As  Joab  greets  Amasa,  he  stretches 
out  his  right  hand  to  take  hold  of  Amasa’s  beard  io  kiss  him ]  the 
common  salutation  of  kinsmen.  — 10.  But  Amasa  was  not  ware 
of  the  sword  which  was  in  Joab's  hand~\  if  it  was  in  his  left  hand 
the  fact  should  have  been  stated  here.  One  is  led  to  think  that 
it  was  concealed  (in  the  sleeve?)  in  the  outstretched  hand.  —  So 
he  smote  him  with  it  in  the  abdomen,  and  shed  his  bowels  to  the 
ground,  and  he  did  not  give  a  second  blow~\  the  experienced  slayer 
of  men  knew  the  most  effective  stroke.  The  work  done,  he  pro¬ 
ceeded  with  the  order  of  the  day.  — 11.  A  man  was  stationed  by 
the  body  to  urge  the  passing  soldiers  to  follow  Joab.  — 12.  Amasa 
was  wallowing  in  blood  in  the  midst  of  the  highway J  the  con¬ 
vulsive  throes  of  one  dying  may  well  be  so  described.  It  is  not 
to  be  wondered  at  that  people  stopped  to  look.  Hence  the  re¬ 
moval  from  the  highway  into  the  field,  and  the  throwing  of  a  gar¬ 
ment  over  him,  because  the  sentinel  saw  that  every  one  who  came 
to  him  stood  still.  — 13.  The  removal  from  the  highway  had  the 
desired  effect ;  all  men  went  on  after  Joab. 

4.  a’D'  neats’]  the  temporal  clause  should  be  closely  joined  with  what  fol¬ 
lows —  in  three  days  stand  thou  here.  —  5.  mm]  mm  Qre.  Some  form  of 
ins  seems  to  be  intended,  whether  mm  for  msm,  or  m'm  for  ms’)  seems  im¬ 
possible  to  make  out  —  the  Qre  of  course  intends  the  latter,  cf.  Ges'26,  §  68  i. 
—  n?'J  +'U"'  <SL  (Bu.).- — 6.  For  Abishai,  <£>  substitutes  Joab,  which  We. 
supposes  to  be  original.  But  as  Joab  is  in  disgrace  it  seems  more  natural  that 
Abishai  should  be  called  upon.  Joab  apparently  accompanied  the  expedition 
in  a  subordinate  position.  But  his  energy  and  habit  of  command  made  him 
the  real  leader.  —  ury]  the  difficulties  in  the  wmrd  are  disposed  of  by  read¬ 
ing  uod  with  (§L.  Bu.  proposes  ijr?S  Ssn. —  7.  inns]  that  the  second 
word  is  a  corruption  of  umnN  is  indicated  by  (S5AB,  which  however  retains  the 
suffix  of  mns,  As  this  does  not  agree  with  what  precedes,  it  seems  obvious 
that  we  should  read  'umN  nrus  (Graetz).  —  8.  □nu'jbJ  may  be  for  oyn  uds,  a 
2  B 


37° 


2  SAMUEL 


mistake  which  occurs  elsewhere.  If  this  were  the  original  reading,  it  meant 
that  Amasa  with  his  troops  had  reached  Jerusalem  just  after  the  departure  of 
the  body  guard  and  had  pushed  on  after  them,  overtaking  them  at  Gibeon. 
The  rest  of  the  verse  reads,  so  far  as  we  may  attempt  to  translate  it :  And  Joab 
was  girded  as  to  his  garment,  his  clothing,  and  upon  him  [or  it]  was  a  sword- 
girdle  bound  on  his  loins  in  its  sheath,  arid  he  went  out,  and  it  fell.  The  im¬ 
possibility  of  such  a  sentence  is  obvious.  If  the  key  to  the  situation  is  that 
the  sword  fell,  the  author  should  at  least  tell  us  that  Joab  took  it  up  before  he 
reached  Amasa.  has  a  clue  perhaps  when  it  says  his  sword  rested  on  his 

hips  like  a  dagger.  In  this  case,  we  may  suppose  that  Joab  had  arranged  his 
sword  in  some  unusual  way  in  order  to  this  emergency,  but  how  this  was,  we 
cannot  clearly  make  out.  The  same  version  renders  “’em :  and  his  hand  fell 
upon  his  sword,  which  again  might  help  us  if  we  could  suppose  it  to  be  origi¬ 
nal.  But  the  testimony  of  jo  alone  is  hardly  sufficient  to  establish  this. — 
asm]  Bu.  inserts  a  clause  and  Joab  ran  to  meet  him,  which  is  without  sup¬ 
port  in  any  document.  — 10’2?  no]  is  redundant,  and  the  second  word  is  pos¬ 
sibly  inserted  to  explain  the  first.  Kl.  conjectures  with  some  plausibility 
ma  am  instead  of  no  nun,  and  ttraS  nnnn  for  the  simple  nyaS.  The  second 
nun  is  pointed  nun  by  (5B.  —  mnsn]  d/jtp-qKTf  ©L.  —  NX’  Nini]  (gB  jjas  a 
double  translation,  na\  ft  fj.dxo.tpa  i^rjndev,  Ka~l  aur-)  e|f)A0ei/.  Both  of  these  in¬ 
dicate  that  the  sword  is  the  subject  of  the  verb,  which  should  therefore  be  nxx\ 
Kl.  proposes  N'xin  Nini :  and  he  took  it  out.  But  that  the  sword  fell  has  as 
little  place  in  the  narrative  as  it  had  before  all  these  emendations.  That  Joab 
had  one  sword  (or  dagger)  concealed  under  his  clothing  in  his  left  hand, 
while  he  ostentatiously  let  his  usual  weapon  fall  to  the  ground  to  disarm  sus¬ 
picion  (Kl.,  Dr.)  is  certainly  very  obscurely  stated  in  the  emended  text. — 
9.  rnm]  for  inxm  like  nnm  of  the  Qre,  v.5. — 12.  SSjnc]  irapupfjAos  (SB 
does  not  seem  to  indicate  a  different  text.  <5L  inserts  TedvriK&s  rat,  evidently 
reading  nn  as  a  separate  word.  That  non  is  said  above  is  against  the  inser¬ 
tion;  on  the  other  hand  the  statement  that  he  died  would  not  preclude  the 
assertion  that  he  still  moved  convulsively  where  he  lay.  —  nnjn  rSy  NarrSj]  is 
quite  regular.  But  it  is  possible  that  the  l  of  the  last  word  is  erroneous  dupli¬ 
cation  of  the  preceding  u  In  this  case  it  is  better  to  connect  vby  with  the 
following :  every  comer  stood  over  him,  so  (5L.  Bu.  thinks  the  whole  clause, 
from  ns'Nc,  to  be  a  later  insertion,  while  Kl.  supposes  it  to  belong  earlier  in  the 
verse.  —  13.  nrsn]  we  should  probably  prefix  U'l  with  dL.  —  run]  most  satis¬ 
factorily  accounted  for  as  Hiphil  of  nr,  and  probably  with  the  suffix,  for  uin 
(nrn). 

14-22.  The  death  of  Sheba. —  As  might  be  expected,  the 
rebellion  was  of  short  duration.  Sheba  seems  to  have  had  com¬ 
paratively  little  following,  and  with  his  death  peace  was  restored. 
— 14.  He  went  through  all  the  tribes  of  Israel  to  Abel  Beth 
-MaacaK]  as  the  coming  of  the  army  of  Joab  is  told  in  the  fob 
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lowing  verse,  the  subject  is  probably  Sheba.  The  city  was  one 
of  the  most  northerly  possessed  by  Israel.  It  is  identified  by 
Robinson  with  the  present  Abil  or  Abil  el  Kamh  in  the  upper 
Jordan  valley.  The  rest  of  the  verse  is  obscure.  It  seems  in¬ 
tended  to  assert  that  Sheba’s  following  was  made  up  of  his  own 
clan.  — 15.  Here  he  was  besieged:  they  raised  a  mound  at  the 
city,  and  it  stood  with  the  wall ]  that  is,  even  with  it,  to  the  same 
height.  It  was  a  favourite  device  in  ancient  sieges  to  raise  a 
mound  of  earth  to  the  same  height  with  the  besieged  wall.  This 
gave  the  besiegers  command  of  the  wall,  and  allowed  them  to 
throw  a  bridge  to  it.  The  earth  was  brought  in  baskets  and 
poured  out  to  make  the  mound.  In  addition,  all  the  men  of  Joab 
were  devising  to  throw  down  the  wall~\  by  the  various  methods 
which,  as  experienced  warriors,  they  knew.  — 16.  A  wise  woman 
asks  a  conference  with  Joab.  — 17.  The  interview  is  opened. — 
18,  19.  They  used  to  say  formerly:  Let  them  ask  in  Abel  and  in 
Dan  whether  what  the  faithful  in  Israel  established  has  come  to  an 
end?  The  question  implies  that  in  these  cities  Israelitic  custom 
was  maintained  if  anywhere.  The  reproach  upon  Joab  is  evident 
if  he  will  now  wipe  out  such  a  city  and  mother  in  Israel ]  that  is, 
a  city  looked  up  to  with  the  veneration  which  a  mother  should 
receive.  The  text  has  suffered,  but  can  be  restored  with  a  good 
degree  of  probability.  —  20,  21.  Joab  disclaims  the  purpose  as¬ 
cribed  to  him,  but  sets  forth  the  cause  of  the  siege.  If  Sheba 
alone  were  given  up,  the  siege  should  cease.  The  woman  prom¬ 
ises  that  his  head  shall  be  thrown  out  through  the  wall.  —  22.  The 
woman  persuades  the  people,  Sheba  is  put  to  death,  and  the  siege 
terminates. 

14.  ■Oy’i]  it  seems  almost  necessary  to  read  -ny  mm  making  the  refer¬ 
ence  to  Sheba. — n'3i]  as  only  one  city  is  besieged  we  should  read  n’3  here 
as  in  v.15,  Ew.  G  VIs.  III.  p.  264,  E.  Trans.  III.  p.  195.  On  the  site  of  Abel, 
cf.  Robinson,  BR 2.  III.  p.  372;  Baedeker,  Palestine 2,  p.  263.  The  town  lies 
on  a  hill  in  the  fertile  valley  west  of  Tell  el  Kadi,  in  which  the  springs  of  the 
Tordan  have  their  rise.  —  0'-i3rrs3i]  we  have  no  trace  of  Bcerites  who  belong 
in  this  connexion.  ©B  seems  to  have  read  ’133-^31 :  :  another 

group  of  MSS.  represent  onyrrSai :  otnnesque  electi  It,  and  Arm.,  would 
render  omrurrSai.  The  last  is  accepted  as  the  original  reading  by  Th.  and 
others,  whereas  Kl.  on  the  ground  of  <5U  reads  □'i33n-L-3i,  that  is,  Sheba’s 
own  clan.  —  lnSpu]  lSnpn  Qre.  The  latter  is  favoured  by  the  versions. 
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But  the  Ktib  also  has  claims.  If  it  means  and  they  treated  him  ivitk  con¬ 
tempt,  it  would  account  for  the  small  strength  which  he  showed  in  the  sequel. 
— -qx]  is  lacking  in  ©.  And  as  for  all  the  Bichrites,  they  gathered  and  came 
iti  [to  Abel]  after  him  (Dr.)  is  perhaps  the  best  that  can  be  done,  but  is  not 
entirely  satisfactory.  My  own  conjecture  is  that  'Ui  ix:m  is  duplication  of 
the  first  clause  of  verse  15  and  that  the  original  stated  that  all  the  young  men 
esteemed  him  lightly  (inppn)  and  came  and  besieged  him,  that  is:  the  people 
had  already  taken  measures  to  defeat  him  before  the  coming  of  Joab.  But 
this  is  probably  as  subjective  as  the  other  conjectures.  —  15.  Sm  mjjm]  seems 
plainly  to  mean  and  it  stood  with  the  wall,  so  that  it  is  unnecessary  with  Keil 
to  make  bn  the  moat.  But  We.,  Kl.,  Bu.,  make  it  refer  to  the  wise  woman  and 
prefix  -pyn  p  noDn  ntr x  xsm.  —  □'mns’D]  were  laying  waste,  which  is  the  ordi¬ 
nary  meaning,  does  not  fit  well  here.  Ew.  proposes  to  make  it  denominative 
from  nne> :  were  digging  a  pit,  that  is,  were  undermining  the  wall.  —  pnapro 
&  seems  here  to  agree  with  ©  ivoovaav  {fvtvoovv)  which  We.  supposes  to 
represent  DraiPnn  (adopted  by  Kl.,  Dr.,  Bu.).  — 16.  -pjirrjD  'on  ntrx]  is  trans¬ 
ferred  by  Kl.  (Bu.)  to  the  verse  above,  where  xsm  is  prefixed  to  it.  The  text 
thus  constructed  undoubtedly  makes  good  sense,  but  it  is  difficult  to  see  how 
it  could  have  been  changed  into  what  we  have.  —  n’jm]  -f  -icxm  @5.  — - 
18.  noxb]  is  superfluous,  and  is  lacking  in  ©L.- — non]  Acfyos  ©  is  probably 
correct :  they  used  to  have  a  proverb.  The  contents  of  the  proverb  are  ob¬ 
scure  in  :  let  them  ask  in  Abel,  and  so  they  ended  must  mean  that  people 
sought  wisdom  in  Abel.  But  the  commendation  of  the  wisdom  of  the  town 
would  have  no  special  influence  with  Joab.  With  this  text  moreover  we  have 
difficulty  in  the  following  verse.  From  the  duplicate  translation  of  ©  we 
easily  extract  one  which  makes  a  better  sense.  For  the  words  extending  from 
pi  in  this  verse  through  Stne”,  v.19  substitute  ijmx  mb’  ■vc’x  mnn 

since  Ew.  (III.  p.  264)  generally  adopted.  The  proverb  will  then  mean  that 
the  two  neighbouring  cities  of  Abel  and  Dan  knew  what  tradition  had  estab¬ 
lished;  they  were  the  seats  of  genuine  Israelitic  life.  Such  cities  Joab  might 
well  hesitate  to  destroy.  —  Tins]  should  probably  be  nnxi  ©L.  —  mcnS]  should 
be  nnit’b  as  pointed  out  by  Nestle  (Marg.  p.  20)  on  the  ground  of  n’nb’x  at 
the  end  of  the  next  verse.  —  22.  D>n]  ©  inserts  koI  i\d\7]trev  npbs  n daav  r?;v 
iviMv  which  seems  necessary  to  the  sense.  The  resemblance  of  ojjn  and  -pj?n 
may  account  for  the  omission. 

23-26.  The  officers  of  the  administration  are  here  repeated, 
with  some  variations  from  81I|_1S,  or,  more  probably,  are  original 
here  and  copied  in  the  other  document.  The  names  of  Joab, 
Benaiah,  Jehoshaphat,  Zadok,  are  the  same  in  both  lists.  Seraiah 
there  is  represented  by  Sheya  or  Shezua  here ;  probably  both  are 
corrupted  from  a  common  source.  Abiathar  in  this  passage  is  more 
in  accordance  with  what  we  know  of  the  history  than  is  Ahimelech 
ben  Abiaihar  of  the  other.  New  in  this  passage,  as  compared 
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with  the  other,  is  Adoram  (Adoniram),  who  is  said  to  have  been 
over  the  forced  labour ,  the  corvee  which  is  inseparable  from  an 
oriental  monarchy,  cf.  Jd.  i28  and  Moore’s  note.  As  we  can  con¬ 
ceive  of  a  reason  for  the  omission  of  this  datum,  in  the  desire  to 
shield  David  from  the  imputation  of  tyranny,  we  may  suppose  it 
original  here.  The  other  discrepancy  is  in  substituting  Ira  the 
Jairite  as  priest  in  the  place  of  David's  sons.  The  author  or 
editor  in  putting  this  list  here  evidently  designed  it  to  mark  the 
close  of  the  account  of  David’s  reign.  The  main  narrative,  which 
is  continued  in  i  K.  i,  goes  on  to  the  accession  of  Solomon,  the 
coronation  of  Adonijah  being  simply  a  prelude  to  the  reign  of 
his  brother. 

23.  s.x]  should  of  course  be  Sj7,  as  in  816  i  Chr.  1815.  In  both  those  pas¬ 
sages  we  have  simply  N3xn  instead  of  Snib”  'xn  S3.  The  latter  is  ungram¬ 
matical  and  should  be  stricken  out  — it  is  lacking  in  12  MSS.  of 

(Parsons).  —  nan]  for  the  more  common  '.m^n,  possibly  simply  a  textual 
error.  The  form  'inn  occurs  in  2  K.  1 i4-  19.  But  as  the  author  of  2  Sam. 
always  uses  'mon  it  seems  better  to  restore  that  form  here  with  Qre  and  ©B 
(XeAe00ef),  A  (XepeQdei').  —  24.  D"hni]  as  (SB  reads  Adoniram  here,  and  an 
officer  of  Solomon  named  Adoniram  was  also  over  the  forced  labour,  it  is  natu¬ 
ral  to  identify  the  men  and  the  names. — 25.  N’tsn  Kt,  Ni2>i  Qre,  see  on  817. 
@B  has  ’Itjo-oCs  here,  (§L  ’Sovad. —  26.  NTy]  two  of  David’s  mighty  men  bear 
the  name,  23s6- 38.  One  of  them  is  possibly  the  same  person  with  this  one. 
He  is  called  however  in  23s8  1  Chr.  1140  nmn.  reads  6  ’ieffep  here  and  & 
has  "VP’  |Di.  There  is  no  intrinsic  difficulty  in  the  way  of  reading  Jairite  how¬ 
ever,  and  the  identity  with  the  Jetherite  (or  Jathrite)  of  23s8  is  only  a  conjecture. 

XXI.-XXIV.  Four  chapters  are  here  inserted  which  break  the 
connexion  of  the  narrative,  for  this  once  made  1  K.  i1  follow  im¬ 
mediately  after  2026.  It  seems  as  if  the  compiler  threw  together 
the  fragments  which  were  left  after  completing  the  main  narrative 
and  put  them  here,  because  they  belonged  in  the  reign  of  David, 
and  he  did  not  know  where  else  to  put  them.  Examination  shows 
however  that  they  were  probably  inserted  at  different  times.  First 
an  editor  put  in  2X1'14  and  24,  two  narratives  of  calamity  which 
belong  together.  The  two  were  then  forcibly  separated  by  the  list 
of  exploits  and  heroes  which  occupies  2115'22  23s"39.  And  this  again 
was  cut  in  two  by  the  two  Psalms  22  and  231"7.  We  have  nowhere 
a  better  illustration  of  the  complexity  of  the  process  by  which  our 
books  reached  their  present  form. 
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XXI.  1-14.  The  famine  and  the  expiation.  —  The  narrative 
seems  to  be  old  and  good.  But  it  is  not  in  its  proper  place 
chronologically.  There  is  reason  to  suppose  that  it  was  omitted 
by  the  author  of  9-20,  because  he  had  enough  unfavourable 
features  without  it.  We  may  be  glad  that  a  succeeding  editor 
found  the  story  and  transcribed  it,  for  few  sections  of  the  Old 
Testament  show  more  clearly  the  religious  ideas  of  the  time.  We 
see  how  Yahweh  as  the  avenger  of  a  broken  covenant  requires 
from  the  children  of  the  offender  the  blood  that  has  been  shed. 

1.  The  famine  was  a  mark  of  Yahweh’s  displeasure,  and  David 
sought  the  face  of  Yahweh ]  to  inquire  the  occasion.  The  reply 
is  :  there  is  blood  upon  Saul  and  upon  his  house  because  he  slew  the 
Gibeonites^  the  blood  of  a  murdered  man  rests  upon  the  murderer 
Dt.  I91U,  cf.  Jd.  924  2  S.  i16,  and  the  case  of  Lady  Macbeth.  —  2.  The 
narrative  is  interrupted  by  a  parenthesis.  Whether  such  an  ex¬ 
planation  as  the  parenthesis  gives  was  needed  by  the  first  readers 
of  the  story  is  doubtful.  If  an  explanation  were  necessary,  more¬ 
over,  the  author  would  put  it  after  the  first  mention  of  the 
Gibeonites  and  not  when  David’s  speech  has  been  introduced. 
For  these  reasons  the  verse  (after  the  first  five  words)  is  now 
generally  regarded  as  a  gloss,  including  also  the  first  three  words 
of  v.3.  It  should  be  noticed  however  that  the  interpolation  makes 
no  mention  of  Joshua,  so  that  probably  the  glossator  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  narrative  which  now  stands  in  Jos.  9.  —  The 
Children  of  Israel  had  sworn  to  theni]  such  covenants  were  verv 
common  during  the  process  which  ended  in  the  establishment  of 
Israel  in  Canaan.  —  But  Saul  sought  to  smite  them  in  his  zeal  for 
the  Children  of  Israel  and  Judah ]  as  in  some  other  places,  Judah 
seems  to  be  an  afterthought.  —  3.  David’s  inquiry  is  :  what  shall 
I  do  to  you,  and  wherewith  shall  I  make  expiation ]  the  verb  is 
used  of  the  (priestly)  work  of  removing  Yahweh’s  anger,  gener¬ 
ally  by  an  offering.  The  result  would  be  :  that  ye  may  bless  the 
heritage  of  Yahweh]  that  is,  bring  a  blessing  on  Israel.  —  4.  The 
reply  of  the  Gibeonites  consists  of  two  parts.  For  one  thing,  they 
will  not  accept  blood  money  —  it  is  not  a  question  of  silver  and 
gold  between  them  and  Saul.  On  the  other  hand,  they  are  not  so 
bloodthirsty  as  to  require  victims  from  Israel  at  large.  David 
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inquires  further  :  What  do  you  say  that  J  shall  do  for  you  ?  — 
5,  6.  The  expiation  shall  be  made  by  the  family  of  the  murderer  : 
As  for  the  man  who  consumed  us  and  who  thought  to  destroy  us 
that  we  should  not  remain  in  all  the  border  of  Israel,  let  seven  of 
his  sons  be  given  us  and  we  will  expose  them  before  Yahweh ]  that 
the  sins  of  the  father  should  be  visited  upon  the  children  is  a 
matter  of  course.  The  expiation  was  to  be  made  in  Gibeon  in  the 
mount  of  Yahweh ]  as  we  learn  from  the  history  of  Solomon,  a 
celebrated  sanctuary  existed  at  Gibeon.  The  received  text  has 
corrupted  the  original  reading  to  in  Gibeah  of  Saul,  the  chosen  of 
Yahweh.  —  7.  A  note  to  the  effect  that  David  screened  Merib- 
baal  his  client  from  the  vengeance  that  would  otherwise  have 
overtaken  him.  —  8.  The  victims  actually  taken  were  two  sons 
of  Rizpah,  the  concubine  who  was  the  occasion  of  Abner’s  revolt, 
a?id  the  five  sons  of  Merab ]  so  we  should  read,  for  it  was  Merab 
who  was  given  to  Adriel,  i  S.  i813.  The  name  of  Michal’s  hus¬ 
band  was  Paltiel.  —  9.  The  Gibeonites  exposed  the  seven  as  they 
had  determined,  and  the  seven  of  them  fell  together ]  the  verb  is 
hardly  appropriate  if  the  victims  were  suspended  above  the 
earth.  The  time  of  the  year  was  harvest,  which  comes  in  April 
or  May. 

1.  D’mn  rnaAtn  ViwSn]  the  preposition  is  to  be  changed  to  by,  the 
accents  are  to  be  disregarded,  and  the  n  is  to  be  made  the  suffix  of  P'tJ;  read 
therefore  O’m  nh’j  by,  so  (3  (We.).  —  2.  nnttn]  as  in  some  other  passages,  a 
comprehensive  name  for  the  early  inhabitants  of  Canaan.  —  inNjpu]  cf.  I  K. 
jgiu.  14_  —  3_  the  imperative  is  used  to  express  the  purpose  of  the  preced¬ 

ing  verb,  cf.  i  S.  I217;  Dr.  Tenses3,  §65;  Davidson,  Syntax,  §  65  d,  Ges.2G 
§  iioz.  —  4.  A]  is  changed  unnecessarily  to  lA  by  the  Qre. —  Sinc'-dji]  the 
assertion  that  they  have  no  silver  and  no  gold  in  possession  of  Saul  only  says 
that  they  will  not  put  forward  a  claim  for  material  damages.  The  blood-wit 
was  forbidden  by  the  later  legislation,  Num.  3531,  but  is  evidently  regarded  as 
allowable  in  our  text.  —  men  5  and  we  have  no  ??ian  to  slay  does 

not  seem  appropriate.  <@L  transposes  two  words,  mcA,  which  is  smoother. 
—  ones  DPN'ni;]  as  pointed  out  by  Dr.,  the  present  text  must  be 

translated  as  above.  seems  to  have  read  ncpNi  which  would  then  be  the 
apodosis :  whatever  you  say  /  will  do.  —  5.  ■upcsJu]  cannot  be  used  in  this 
form.  It  would  be  possible  to  point  l-npcu  as  is  done  by  one  of  the  render¬ 
ings  found  in  ©.  This  would  require  a  change  in  the  pointing  of  non.  It 
seems  also  that  the  apodosis  begins  with  pnr  of  the  next  verse.  The  probability 
therefore  favours  a  change  of  tnccu  lA  into  U-paiivA  (We.  adopted  by  Bu.). 


2  SAMUEL 


376 

The  construction  would  then  be  parallel  to  Jd.  205.  Ew.  proposed  UiDif?  ap¬ 
parently  retaining  uS.  —  6.  jnr]  the  Qre  changes  to  a  Hophal  without  appar¬ 
ent  cause.  —  owjpini]  the  verb  is  used  Num.  2p  of  some  form  of  execution, 
precisely  what  is  difficult  to  determine.  @B  has  here  c^\iaaai/j.ev  and  the 
other  Greek  versions  use  words  meaning  to  impalt  or  to  hang.  W.  R.  Smith 
supposes  it  to  mean  cast  over  a  precipice.  ©  also  makes  it  mean  to  hang  or 
crucify.  But  this  is  contradicted  for  this  passage  by  lhon  below.  — hiNS’  njtaja] 
eo  TaBaiir  2aovA  ®B.  Two  MSS.  omit  the  name  of  Saul.  The  narrative  is 
favourable  to  Gibeon  as  the  site  of  the  expiation.  Saul  has  come  in  by  mis¬ 
take. _ mm  mro]  in  v.9  we  find  that  the  men  were  exposed  mm  us1?  in:. 

It  is  therefore  probable  that  mm  m:  was  original  here  (We.,  Bu.).  —  8.  The 
name  of  one  of  Rizpah’s  sons  appears  in  the  distorted  form  given  to  the 
son  of  Jonathan.  —  Sj’d]  two  codd.  of  have  which  is  represented  also 
in  (SL2T.  The  latter  alone  agrees  with  the  statement  1  S.  1S19.  —  9.  iSom] 
is  changed  by  Kl.  into  Y?rvo,  on  the  supposition  that  DjJ’p'i  means  they  hung 
them.  onprc’  is  to  be  read,  as  indicated  in  the  margin.  The  Qre  also  de¬ 
mands  nom  for  Dm,  but  this  does  not  seem  necessary.  The  last  clause  drags 
awkwardly  and  is  perhaps  a  scribal  expansion,  O’jC'.sia  is  lacking  in  (§L.  — 
nSnn]  is  perfectly  intelligible  as  the  accusative  of  circumstance,  without  the 
preposition  which  is  prefixed  by  the  Qre. 

10.  The  devotion  of  Rizpah  is  seen  in  her  watching  the  bodies 
day  and  night :  and  she  did  not  permit  the  birds  of  the  heaven  to 
rest  upon  them  by  day,  nor  the  wild  beasts  by  night]  the  last  clause 
naturally  implies  that  the  bodies  were  not  suspended  above  the 
ground,  but  rested  on  the  earth.  That  this  continued  for  some 
time  is  indicated  by  the  pains  taken  to  say  that  it  lasted  from  the 
beginning  of  harvest  until  water  was  poured  out  upon  them  from 
heaven.  But  whether  this  means  until  the  beginning  of  the  regular 
autumn  rains  is  impossible  to  say.  So  long  an  exposure  of  corpses 
is  in  glaring  inconsistency  with  Dt.  2i“f,  all  the  more  that  it  is 
here  done  to  propitiate  the  Deity.  — 11,  12.  When  David  was  told 
of  the  fidelity  of  Rizpah,  he  went  and  took  the  bones  of  Saul  and 
of  'Jonathan  from  the  citizens  of  Jabesh  Gilead  who  had  stolen  them, 
as  narrated  above.  — 14.  These  with  the  bones  of  the  exposed — 
that  the  bones  alone  remained  shows  that  the  exposure  had  lasted 
a  considerable  time  —  he  buried  in  Zela  in  the  sepulchre  of  Kish 
his  father]  the  locality  is  unknown.  That  God  was  propitiated 
toward  the  land  after  this  is  the  conclusion  of  this  narrative.  The 
propitiation  was  not  wrought  by  the  burial  but  by  the  execution 
of  the  men. 
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10.  ptf n]  the  cloth  which  she  would  naturally  wear  as  a  mourner.  This 
she  spread  upon  the  rock,  to  lie  upon,  we  must  suppose.  —  hx]  for  b'j  as 
often.  —  1'Xp]  <3  adds  xpidwr,  which  is  perhaps  original.  —  11.  At  the  end  of 
the  verse  (JgABal.  adds:  Kal  i^eXvdTjoar,  Kal  Kare\affer  aiiTovs  Aar  uibs  ’Icua  ei f 
rur  a-Koyivur  t ur  ^i-yavtoiv.  @L  has  the  same  words  at  the  end  of  v.10.  They 
seem  to  have  wandered  hither  from  v.16.  — 12.  DiSn]  Why  the  Qre  should 
want  to  substitute  D’nSh  is  incomprehensible.  —  □'na’hon  dip]  the  Qre  assumes 
that  the  division  of  words  is  wrong,  but  again  without  internal  probability.  — 
14.  nup’i]  perhaps  we  should  read  oiapu :  and  he  buried  them  with  the  bones 
of  Saul.  (§  inserts  after  Jonathan,  the  bones  of  the  exposed. 

15-22.  The  fate  of  four  Philistine  champions. — The  sec¬ 
tion  is  part  of  a  summary  containing  the  exploits  of  David  and 
his  men.  It  seems  to  belong  with  517'25,  though  that  passage 
relates  victories  over  the  Philistine  army,  while  this  gives  exploits 
of  individual  soldiers.  — 15.  War  broke  out,  and  David  and 
his  men  went  down  —  from  Hebron  apparently.  There  was  war 
again ,  indicates  that  this  is  taken  from  a  more  extended  history. 
— 16.  The  text  is  corrupt.  It  gave  originally  the  name  of  a  Philis¬ 
tine  who  was  one  of  the  Rephaites.  The  name  is  now  lost,  and 
even  the  description  given  of  him  is  unintelligible.  All  we  make 
out  is  that  he  thought  to  slay  David.  — 17.  Abishai  delivered  his 
captain,  and  David’s  men  took  an  oath  that  the  king  should  not 
go  to  battle  with  them  any  more  and  quench  the  light  of  Israel. 
Compare  the  coal  that  is  left  of  the  Thekoite  woman.  — 18.  That 
there  was  war  again  in  Gob  implies  that  the  preceding  war  had 
been  in  the  same  locality.  The  place  is  mentioned  nowhere 
except  in  this  chapter.  —  Sibbechai  the  Hushathite~\  a  Bethlehemite 
family  is  named  Husha’n,  1  Chr.  4*.  — 19.  In  another  campaign 
Elhanan  ben  fair  the  Bethlehemite  slew  Goliath  the  Gittite ]  the 
harmonistic  purpose  of  the  Chronicler  in  making  the  victim  the 
brother  of  Goliath  is  evident.  —  20.  Still  another  tall  man  with 
the  curious  physical  deformity  of  six  fingers  on  each  hand  and  six 
toes  on  each  foot  is  mentioned  as  belonging  to  the  same  family. 
—  21.  His  challenge  to  Israel  brought  upon  him  the  fate  of  his 
brothers.  —  22.  The  verse  sums  up  the  paragraph  —  four  cham¬ 
pions  of  one  family  were  slain  by  David  and  his  men. 

15.  in  fit'uj  is  suspicious  and  probably  corrupt;  reads  i<al  eiropevOt) 
AavfiS.  Had  the  Philistine  attacked  him  when  weary,  a  more  explicit  state- 
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ment  would  have  been  made.  —  16.  run  (otf'i  Qre)  cannot  be  a  propef 

name.  Taking  the  words  by  themselves,  we  should  naturally  connect  them 
with  the  preceding  verse  in  the  sense,  and  they  dwelt  (that  is,  camped )  in  Nob, 
only  for  the  name  of  the  place  we  should  read  Gob  as  in  v.18.  This  is  adopted 
by  We.,  Dr.,  Bu.,  who  agree  in  inserting  the  words  after  of  the  preceding 
verse  —  perhaps  the  best  we  can  do,  though  the  displacement  is  difficult  to 
account  for.  It  is  possible  that  in  icw  we  have  p  with  a  mutilated  proper 
name;  reads  /cal  AaSov  vlbs  ’I was  where  the  first  name  seems  a  corruption 
of  in.  For  n'S'2  we  should  probably  read  i-i'S'D.  The  name  nmn  is  appar¬ 
ently  an  eponym.  — -  lj'p]  would  be  his  lance ,  but  it  is  more  probable  that  the 
weight  of  some  other  piece  of  armour  would  be  given,  as  I  S.  1733  where  we 
find  the  helmet,  >'3ip,  which  therefore  may  be  restored  with  some  probability 
here  (Kl.,  Bu.).  Spe’D  seems  to  be  an  error  for  P pc.  The  clause  and  he  was 
girded  with  a  new  is  of  course  unintelligible  without  the  name  of  the  piece 
of  armour  which  he  had  on;  (£5B  gives  Kopvvpv,  a  club ,  which  however  is  not 
girded  on  like  a  sword;  (Blj  and  Theodotion  ■napa^uv-pv.  Lagarde  conjectures 
njSM  (the  form  of  the  clause  naturally  points  to  David  as  the  subject,  Kl.). — 
17.  V?]  after  in  is  probably  to  be  omitted,  with  (£5. — 18.  For  m  here  many 
codd.  have  whereas  @B  and  S  read  Gath,  ra(<=0,  and  the  parallel,  1  Chr. 
204  has  uj.  In  this  confusion  it  seems  best  to  retain  the  reading  of  It},  which 
is  more  likely  to  have  been  replaced  by  a  well-known  name  than  the  reverse. 
— 19.  D’JiN  'ip']  is  hardly  a  man’s  name  and  the  has  plainly  crept  in 

from  the  line  below.  For  njp  it  seems  better  to  restore  also  11;''  or  np'  with 
Chr.  —  20.  pm  C'n]  (pm  Qre)  is  probably  intended  to  mean  a  man  of  strife. 
But  from  the  context  we  infer  that  mo  of  Chr.  is  original.  On  six-fingered 
persons,  the  commentators  refer  to  Pliny,  Hist.  Nat.  XI.  43.  —  iedd]  read 
ieDde  (Kl.).  —  21.  'jjDffi']  tv’ DC’  Qre  is  also  the  reading  of  Chr.  The  same 
person  is  called  rv;w  in  133. — -22.  On  the  use  of  the  accusative  sign  with  the 
subject  of  passive  verbs,  cf.  Konig,  Syntax,  §  108  f.,  Davidson,  Syntax,  §  79. 


XXII.  David’s  song  of  triumph.  —  A  psalm  is  here  introduced 
which  is  found  also  in  our  Psalter  (Ps.  18).  It  there  has  a  title 
which  seems  adopted  from  this  place,  and  the  indications  point  to 
this  as  the  earlier  place  for  it.  The  text  has  suffered  in  the  copy 
now  before  us  (as  we  might  expect)  more  than  in  the  Psalter. 

The  poet  begins  with  an  expression  of  trust  in  Yahweh,  vv.2'4. 
He  then  recounts  his  experience  of  calamity  and  deliverance,  5~'x. 
He  affirms  his  uprightness,  which  he  believes  to  be  the  reason  why 
he  enjoys  the  divine  favour,  21_3I).  He  praises  God  as  the  source 
of  his  strength  and  success,  31~4G,  and  closes  with  a  doxology,  47~31. 
Allusions  to  specific  events  in  the  life  of  David  cannot  be  discov¬ 
ered.  The  description  of  misfortune  is  conveyed  in  general  terms, 
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such  as  any  one  might  use  who  had  been  in  deep  trouble.  The 
theophany  which  brings  deliverance  is  set  forth  in  terms  not 
unlike  those  used  by  the  other  Old  Testament  poets.  Where  the 
poet  speaks  of  his  own  deserts  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  he 
has  David’s  experience  in  mind.  The  impression  made  by  the 
Psalm  is  that  it  is  the  utterance  of  a  man  speaking  for  the  com¬ 
pany  of  the  faithful  and  embodying  their  experience  in  words. 
For  these  reasons  it  is  difficult  to  suppose  the  composition  to  be 
David’s  own. 

As  many  excellent  commentaries  on  the  Psalter  are  accessible 
to  the  student,  it  is  unnecessary  to  give  here  any  extended  exposi¬ 
tion  of  this  psalm,  or  a  translation  of  it.  I  shall  content  myself 
w'ith  notes  on  the  various  readings  which  are  discovered  by  com¬ 
paring  this  text  with  that  of  Ps.  18. 

1.  The  title  here  begins  with  Tin  -mu.  The  compiler  of  the  Psalter, 
in  accordance  with  his  custom,  prefixed  mS  mm  -oy1?  tcod1?  and  was  then 
obliged  to  change  to  "on  ntt’N.  For  pom  he  reads  tdi,  which  is  certainly  no 
improvement. 

2.  The  psalm  here  opens  with  mm,  while  Ps.  i8  prefixes  a  clause  '|cmx 
Y>rn  mm,  and  the  same  is  found  in  C5L.  The  insertion  seems  to  weaken  the 
force  of  the  opening,  so  that  in  this  instance  our  text  seems  original.  That  a 
psalmist  took  the  liberty  of  expanding  his  text  is  only  what  we  should  expect 
from  the  history  of  hymnology.  —  >S]  is  lacking  in  Ps.  and  is  in  fact  superflu¬ 
ous.  It  is  a  question  whether  'taSsa  ought  not  also  to  be  stricken  out.  The 
metre  and  the  sense  are  complete  without  it : 

Yahweh  is  my  rock  and  my  fortress  ; 

My  God  is  my  crag  in  whom  I  trust. 

3.  should  probably  be  pointed  ’nSx;  Ps.  reproduces  the  word  in  the 

form  'Sx,  which  is  unmistakable.  From  'Dual  Ps.  omits,  and  apparently  with 
good  cause,  for  the  clause  is  quite  out  of  keeping  with  the  rest  of  the  verse. 

5.  o]  lacking  in  Ps.  and  ©L,  is  therefore  suspicious.  is  clearly  to 

be  preferred  to 'San  Ps.  —  7.  xnpx]  in  the  second  clause  is  intolerable :  jntrx 
Ps.  is  far  better.  After  'njwi  add  ton  from  the  ton  vjsS  of  Ps.  —  8.  eqtjm] 
Kt.  and  Ps.,  evidently  has  ynxn  for  its  subject.  The  Qre  ttqnmi  perhaps  intends 
Yahweh  as  subject:  He  shook  himself  (with  wrath)  and  the  earth  trembled; 
in  this  case  however  another  verb  would  probably  have  been  chosen,  as  npjm, 
Nestle,  Marginalien,  p.  21.  —  o'Dts>n  nnDiDi]  onn  noiDi  Ps.  The  latter  is  to 
be  preferred,  for  the  foundations  of  heaven  are  nowhere  else  mentioned.  — 
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11.  n-pi]  n-pi  Ps. ;  the  latter  is  far  finer,  cf.  Dt.  2849.  — 12.  After  -|27i  insert 
nr.D  Ps.,  and  read  incD  for  ni2D.  We  thus  get  a  good  parallelism: 

nnD  nit”i 

1P2D  l'P2’2D 

The  word  mrn  is  obscure;  rott’n  Ps.  is  favoured  by  <SB  ctkotos  while  <§L 
etpehraro  seems  to  have  read  “|ts»n.  — 13.  The  verse  as  it  stands  consists  of  but 
one  member,  whereas  Ps.  has  two.  The  latter  is  doubtless  original,  except  that 
is  to  be  retained  instead  of  ro“. 

14.  ojn']  Ps.  and  £  unite  in  prefixing  i.  — 15.  The  second  member  is 
too  short;  Ps.  has  Dnmi  21  D’pmi.  I  conjecture  norm  net  D’pnai.  There 
seems  to  be  no  reason  for  the  Qre  ami.  — 16.  iSj']  the  form  lSj’i  Ps.  agrees 
better  with  the  sense  in  this  verse.  The  tense  changes  in  v.17  in  order  to  a 
more  vivid  presentation  of  the  actual  deliverance.  — 18.  r;  ’2'Nd]  is  difficult 
to  construe.  Apparently  ’2  has  dropped  out  after  ’2’>\‘2. — 19.  tJHPc]  read 
IJIC’dS  with  Ps.  and  codd.  mult.  —  23.  l’BAtPD  Qre  is  favoured  by  Ps.  and  the 
parallelism.  —  rune]  is  difficult  after  the  plural  and  probably  to  be  read  'J22 
(\3D  Ps.),  and  this  involves  the  reading  TDK  (Ps.)  :  ovic  anoarya^TaL  an’  i/aov 
<§L:  ouic  anearyv  an’  av-rwv  (gB.  —  26.  I12j]  is  certainly  out  of  place:  122  Ps. 
is  confirmed  by  ©.. —  27.  nanp]  is  an  evident  error  for  nepr  Ps.  One  i  has 
dropped  out.  —  Sfinn]  Spann  Ps.,  a  similar  case  of  carelessness.  —  28.  The 
second  clause  gives  no  suitable  sense.  For  D'DvSp  read  mm  cj'pi  Ts. 

29.  The  assertion  Thou  art  my  torch  seems  to  have  been  too  bold  for  the 
Psalmist,  who  changes  into :  Thou  lightest  my  torch.  The  probability  seems 
in  favour  of  our  text.  In  the  second  member  however  read  ’nSxi  for  mrm.  — 
30.  The  second  half  of  the  verse  speaks  of  leaping  a  wall.  It  seems  clear 
that  the  parallelism  requires  m2  instead  of  nu,  and  this  calls  for  ym  (Lag., 
Proph.  Chald.,  p.  xlvi)  instead  of  ynN.  —  31.  The  second  clause  is  perhaps  an 
interpolation,  as  it  breaks  the  parallelism  (Kl.). 

32.  For  the  second  nj*?3D,  Ps.  substitutes  in*riT  which  many  codd.  have 
here.  The  dissimilation  is  more  elegant.  —  33.  S'n  'n>c]  seems  to  give  no 
suitable  sense,  whereas  S'n  ’JPtNcn  Ps.  is  excellent.  —  pnn]  seems  to  be  a 
corruption  of  |nm  Ps.,  and  ’2T1  Qre  is  to  be  adopted.  —  34.  ’SjP  Qre  and  Ps. 
is  correct.  —  35.  nmi]  nnmi  Ps.,  neither  one  giving  a  suitable  sense.  The 
passage  seems  to  require  and  makes  my  arms  like  a  bow  of  bronze,  jn’l  will 
hardly  do,  for  the  same  verb  follows  immediately  —  perhaps  nu”l  W’ould  meet 
the  conditions.  —  36.  qnjyi]  the  word  seems  to  be  now'here  else  applied  to 
God,  and  is  incongruous  in  this  passage;  /cal  ^  vnaKo-i-\  aov  (gB  :  Kal  y  nafieia 
<Tov  (@L  if  taken  to  mean  and  thy  discipline  [obedience  to  thee]  brought  me  up 
would  be  appropriate,  but  both  iiDic  and  qnroin  are  somewhat  remote  in  form 
from  the  word  in  the  text.  Other  conjectures  are  unsatisfactory.  —  39.  2S2X1] 
is  doubtless  erroneous  duplication  of  the  preceding  word  (lacking  in  Ps.). — 
40.  ’mrm]  another  spelling  for  ’nwm  Ps.  —  41.  nnn]  has  lost  its  j  —  a  case 
of  simple  carelessness  like  some  others  in  this  chapter.  —  42.  i;-"']  they  looked 
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would  be  possible,  but  lp-vm  Ps.  is  confirmed  by  —  43.  nypis  cpiN]  one  of 
the  two  words  is  superfluous.  The  reading  has  come  about  by  conflation,  as 
is  shown  by  Dp'lN  Ps.  and  codd.  DpiN  alone  fits  the  context. — 44.  ’D>]  is 
hardly  appropriate;  op  Ps.  is  better,  but  still  better  would  be  0'D>,  parallel  with 
C'lJ.  For  •oiDtfn  substitute  ijD'O'n  Ps.  (§L  has  a  very  different  sense  for  this 
verse. — 45.  Ps.  inverts  the  order  of  the  clauses  (also  (55L),  which  is  better.- — - 
46.  lSm]  as  pointed,  gives  a  strained  sense.  The  conjecture  of  Kl.  11?  iSou, 
adopted  by  Bu.,  has  everything  in  its  favour.  —  rum]  is  equally  unfortunate, 
but  corrected  by  Ps.  mm. 

47.  Hi’]  is  superfluous  and  omitted  by  Ps.  <§L,  while  (!IB  seems  to  have 
read  nxi. —  50.  mow  Ps.  is  the  better  form.  —  51.  Srjo]  there  seems  to  be 
no  reason  for  the  Qre. 

XXIII.  1-7.  David’s  last  words.  — The  psalm  here  introduced 
is  intended  to  give  David  a  Testament  like  that  of  Jacob  and 
Moses.  The  contents  however  are  obscure  and  the  text  is  corrupt. 
Both  vocabulary  and  thought  show  it  to  be  a  comparatively  late 
production. 

1.  After  the  title  we  have  the  ostensible  author’s  introduction 
of  himself: 

Oracle  of  David  ben  Jesse, 

Oracle  of  the  man  set  on  high , 

The  Anointed  of  the  God  of  Jacob 
And  the  Joy  of  the  songs  of  Israel. 

2,  3a.  A  second  introductory  stanza,  assuring  the  hearer  that 
what  is  spoken  is  divinely  inspired  : 

The  Spirit  of  Yah.iv eh  spoke  in  me, 

And  his  word  was  on  my  tongue  ; 

The  God  of  Jacob  said  to  me, 

The  Rock  of  Israel  spoke  : 

3b,  4.  The  oracle  now  follows,  and  is  evidently  intended  as  a 
panegyric  upon  the  just  ruler  : 


One  ruling  over  men,  a  righteous  man, 
Riding  in  the  fear  of  God ; 

Like  the  light  of  the  morning  shall  he  rise, 
The  sun  of  a  cloudless  morn, 

Making  the  green  earth  brilliant  after  rain. 
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5.  The  poet  reflects  on  the  divine  revelation  just  vouchsafed  : 

Verily,  sure  is  my  house  with  God, 

For  an  eternal  covenant  he  made  ivilh  me, 

Set  in  order  in  all  things,  and  he  will  keep  it, 

For  all  my  salvation  and  all  my  delight  arc  in  him. 

The  text  has  suffered,  and  the  last  clause  is  quite  unintelligible. 
The  above  restoration  is  only  provisional. 

6,  7.  Some  violence  is  needed  to  get  a  sense  out  of  the  present 
text.  By  conjecture  we  may  restore  the  following : 

But  vile  men  shall  not  flourish, 

They  are  like  thorns  of  the  desert,  all  of  them, 

Which  are  not  harvested  by  the  hand, 

Nor  doth  a  man  labour  for  them. 

Though  armed  with  iron  and  spear 
They  shall  be  utterly  consumed  with  fire. 

The  subject  of  the  last  couplet  is  no  longer  the  thorns,  but  the 
wicked  men,  of  which  they  are  a  type. 

1.  The  versions  differ  extraordinarily  in  their  understanding  of  the  Psalm, 
and  their  apprehension  is  usually  a  misapprehension.  —  cnu]  is  used  of  a  divine 
communication  nearly  if  not  quite  always. — -cxn]  I  have  omitted  the  i  with 
i  cod.  of  $,  also  3L(5L  and  S.  —  apn]  is  for  □pin,  which  is  found  in  a  number 
of  codd.  —  hy  apn]  the  construction  is  difficult,  the  only  parallels  to  this  use 
of  Sj?  being  Hos.  710  II7,  both  corrupt  passages:  ov  avlarritrev  6  6e6s  @L 
(nvpios  ©B)  may  point  to  ;nS>  D'pn.  The  last  clause  can  hardly  mean  the 
sweet  singer  of  Israel.  —  3.  For  the  first  Israel  I  have  substituted  Jacob  with 
3L  and  l.  It  is  possible  that  W  should  be  supplied  before  SiyiD  (1),  so  that 
Yahweh  would  say  I  have  a  ruler,  that  is,  I  have  found  a  ruler.  —  ntO']  a 
number  of  codd.  interpret  correctly  in  writing  ntn’a. — 4.  nsoi]  the  1  is 
omitted  by  (SbSIL;  it  is  however  quite  in  place  as  introducing  the  sequence. 
—  rujn]  should  be  a  participle,  perhaps  a  Tiel,  though  that  form  does  not 
occur  elsewhere.  Otherwise  read  n'jp.  Kl.  proposes  fPDSC,  man  or  ^ a jrr ;  the 
last  is  adopted  by  Bu.  —  lacc]  ©3L  seem  to  have  read  uses,  which  would 
better  be  adopted  if  we  change  the  preceding  word  to  aajn  —  like  rain  making 
the  green  of  the  earth  to  spring.  The  influence  of  a  beneficent  ruler  is  else¬ 
where  likened  to  showers  that  water  the  earth.- — 5.  p'.xS-':)]  gives  just  the 
opposite  of  the  desired  meaning.  I  see  in  n1-'  the  strongly  affirmative  particle 
xh,  which  we  have  met  occasionally  elsewhere.  —  rnscn]  is  pointed  as  a  passive 
participle  by  fjl :  /cal  aurriv  (S1"  seems  to  be  better.  —  pc*']  it  does  not 

appear  what  has  in  mind  in  translating  rbp  avrldtriv  /not:  adversantem 
mi  hi  l.  —  yen]  should  be  is  dpi  apparently.  —  runs'  nS  '□]  as  above  remarked, 
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is  unintelligible.  Kl.  proposes  tc  read  nDS'”l *?”'2,  making  the  whole  sentence 
a  promise  of  God :  all  my  help  and  all  my  good  pleasure  shall  spring  up  for 
him  (that  is,  for  David).  It  seems  to  me  better  to  throw  out  the  n'DX'1  nS,  as 
having  strayed  in  from  another  place  (Nestle,  Marginalien ,  p.  22),  and  to 
close  the  verse  with  12  worr^Di. —  6.  (®B  begins  the  verse  with  itdX’  nS  ’2 
from  the  end  of  the  preceding,  and  this  agrees  better  with  the  rhythm. — 
omit  i  <SB.  —  ud]  does  not  seem  appropriate;  read  122D  with  Kl.,  Bu. 
For  yip,  Perles  (. Analekten ,  p.  53)  proposes  yir,  in  which  case  we  should  read 
mo  yiD2.  For  inp',  I  propose  YflpS? —  the  worthlessness  of  the  thorns  is  seen 
in  the  fact  that  no  one  cares  to  gather  them.  —  7.  The  reading  just  given 
naturally  carries  with  it  the  reading  jjjh  instead  of  'jr  (confirmed  by  ©),  and 
makes  this  clause  parallel  to  the  one  preceding.  —  nSd?]  is  incomprehensible  : 
iav  fxi]  (0L  points  to  n?“0*s.  But  the  negative  does  not  fit,  and  I  conjecture 
V?“ON  or  perhaps  better  id1?  dn  —  if  they  have  iron  as  their  defence.  —  iron] 
SiaicSipy  civtovs  (HL,  perhaps  2xn  in  some  form. — ratio]  which  is  quite  super¬ 
fluous,  has  come  in  by  error  from  the  next  verse. 

8-39.  The  catalogue  of  David’s  knights.  —  The  author  throws 
together  a  list  of  the  men  who  distinguished  themselves  in  David’s 
wars  and  who  in  consequence  were  enrolled  in  a  special  band. 
The  section  agrees  in  tenor  with  2i15-22  and  seems  to  be  a  part  of 
the  same  document.  It  is  copied  in  1  Chr.  ii11^1*  where  the  text 
is  in  a  number  of  cases  better  preserved. 

8.  First  mentioned  is  Ishbaal  the  Hachmonite  chief  of  the  Three ] 
that  is,  of  the  distinguished  band  which  ranked  above  all  except 
the  commander  in  chief.  —  He  swung  his  spear  over  eight  hundred 
slain  at  one  time~\  cf.  v.18.  —  9.  And  after  him  was  Eleazar  ben 
Dodo  the  Ahohite ]  an  Ahoah  is  mentioned  among  the  Benjamite 
clans,  1  Chr.  84.  —  He  was  with  David  at  Pas-Dammim  and  the 
Philistines  gathered  there ]  the  text  is  that  of  the  Chronicler. 
Pas-Dammim  is  the  Ephes-Dammim  of  1  S.  171.  — 10.  Begin¬ 
ning  the  sentence  with  the  last  clause  of  the  preceding  we  read  : 
And  the  men  of  Israel  retreated,  but  he  stood  and  smote  the  Philis¬ 
tines  until  his  hand  was  weary  and  clave  fast  to  the  sword~\  the 
muscles  became  so  stiff  that  he  could  not  relax  them.  So  in  our 
own  times',  an  Arab  champion  boasted:  “The  Kusman  perished 
before  me  until  the  evening,  when  my  fingers  could  not  be  loosed 
from  the  handle  of  the  sword.”*  — 11.  The  third  is  Shammah  ben 
Agee  the  Hararite.  His  exploit  was  when  the  Philistines  gathered 


*  Doughty,  Travels  in  Arabia  Dcserta,  11,  p.  28. 
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at  Leht]  cf.  Jd.  15°.  —  And  there  was  a  plot  of  ground  full  of  leu- 
tiles']  a  well-known  crop,  for  which  however  the  Chronicler  here 
substitutes  barley.  —  12.  He  stationed  himself  in  the  middle  of  the 
field  and  defended  it]  literally  delivered  it.  The  account  of  these 
three  was  to  all  appearance  originally  concluded  by  17b :  These 
things  did  the  three  heroes.  The  connexion  is  now  broken  by  the 
following  paragraph  which  relates  the  joint  deed  of  three  of  the 
heroes. 

8.  n2B»2  22’']  has  not  the  appearance  of  a  proper  name :  p  0720’'  Chr. : 
’UPlade  (§B:  ’Iecr/JdaA.  <SL.  From  the  last  reading  we  suspect  the  original  to 
have  been  S73B”  (S>’ trees)  which  some  scribe  corrected  in  well-known  fashion 
to  ntt’3t£”  which  gave  rise  to  the  reading  of  pf.  Chr.  mutilates  by  changing  the 
last  letter  only.  —  rasann]  moan  Chr.  The  latter  looks  more  like  the  origi¬ 
nal;  the  n  of  the  former  probably  represents  the  article:  6  Xavavcuos  <HB  :  vtbs 
Qeicefiavei  @L.  It  is  possible,  as  supposed  by  Bu,,  that  the  name  of  the  man’s 
father  has  dropped  out  and  that  we  may  supply  it  from  1  Chr.  27s  where  we 
find  Smi2T"P  Dj?at£».  But  as  in  1  Chr.  27s2  we  find  another  man  called  also 
unarrp,  this  is  not  certain.  —  'tP7BM  B’Ni]  would  naturally  be  the  third  cap¬ 
tain,  that  is,  next  in  rank  to  Joab  and  Abishai.  Chr.  has  however  D’Bi'iB’n  bmi, 
chief  of  the  Thirty,  or  D’P’Stpn  'i  Qre,  chief  of  the  picked  men.  We  are  wholly 
helpless  in  the  endeavour  to  decide  between  these  readings.  To  them 
adds  &px<»v  tov  rplrov,  captain  of  the  third  (division  ?),  (HL  npaTos  r Siv  jpiuv : 
We.  conjectures  ib’Sb’1  cw'i,  that  is  chief  of  this  first  three ;  while  Kl.  sup¬ 
poses  a  statement  that  he  was  a  Shalishite,  that  is  a  native  of  Posh  (elsewhere 
j Baal)  Shalisha.  Marquart  in  a  somewhat  extended  discussion  of  this  list 
(. Fundamente  Israelitischer  tmd  Jiidischer  Geschichte,  1S96)  adopts 
ns’Sipn  b»ni  ynarma.  The  unmeaning  collocation  of  words  10x71  unj?  mi  is 
not  helped  by  the  Qre  '0x71.  The  original  reading  of  (S  seems  to  be  pre¬ 
served  in  <SL:  ovtos  Sie/cdc^ur;  t?V  Sicuncev^v  avrUr,  hie  adornavit  adornationem 
suam  l  (Cod.  Goth.  Legl).  This  may  represent  l'SoTiN  717  mi,  or  possibly 
0317D  117  Mi,  compare  1  Chr.  12s9.  But  this  does  not  help  us  in  connexion 
with  what  follows,  and  we  are  forced  to  adopt  the  parallel,  1  Chr.  1 111 :  son 
murrnx  1117.  For  runts' :  cSb’  Chr.  The  latter  seems  to  have  been  purposely 
changed,  so  as  not  to  give  Ishbaal  more  than  Abishai.  —  9.  m]  nn  Qre. 
The  latter  form  occurs  also  v.'24  Jd.  io1  and  1  Chr.  II12-26.  On  the  other  hand 
we  find  in  in  1  Chr.  274  and  as  this  is  the  natural  contraction  of  nin  it 
may  be  original  here  (Marquart).  —  vnnx  p]  muni  Chr.  which  recurs  in 
v.23  i  Chr.  1129  and  274.  Marquart  (l.cl)  conjectures  'cnSiTio.  But  the  con¬ 
sensus  of  the  four  places  seems  to  me  to  favour  the  received  text.  03112 
D'na>v?B2,  in  their  bandying  insults  with  the  Philistines  is  not  bad  in  itself; 
but  the  OB'  which  follows  indicates  that  the  name  of  a  place  has  preceded : 
O'Oi  dd2  Chr.  supplies  one.  This  requires  the  insertion  with  Chr.  of  mn  mi 
before  07.  Marquart  conjectures  d'nsi  1072.  In  any  case  the  following  word 
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requires  us  to  read  D'ntt’Ssm  Chr.  for  D'na>l7i)2.  The  following  clause,  and  the 
men  of  Israel  went  up,  is  unmeaning.  Probably  the  author  intended  to 
continue  the  preceding  and  overpowered  the  men  of  Israel ;  /cal  a.ve  (Si-pa  eu 
av^p  ’IffpatjA  (§B  may  be  no  more  than  a  corruption  of  kolL  hveRpaav  av.  ’I<r. 

and  so  not  an  independent  witness.  On  the  other  hand  it  may  conceiva¬ 
bly  represent  lpjjsn  which  points  to  an  original  lp'X'i  (Marquart).  — 10.  Chr. 
omits  from  i5j?u  v.9  to  mnS  v.11.  —  sin]  should  be  Mini.  — 11.  y-inxi]  vnnxi 
Qre. —  'Tin]  in  v.33  (i  Chr.  II34)  we  have  another  Hararite  and  we  should 
prefix  the  article  here  as  there.  (5  however  points  to  'onxn  in  this  verse 
(Marq.).  Kl.  supposes  this  hero  to  be  identical  with  nSn  p  nyce*  i  K.  418. 
—  rnnh]  is  evidently  intended  as  a  proper  name,  in  which  case  we  must  see  in 
it  the  Lehi  well  known  from  the  history  of  Samson.  Ew.  conjectured  this 
( GVI 3.  III.  p.  192,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  141),  and  is  confirmed  by  eir  1  aiaySra. 
— 12.  menu]  Chr.  deprives  Shammah  of  his  glory  by  making  this  and  the 
two  following  verbs  plural. 

13-17a.  An  exploit  of  three  of  the  heroes  is  inserted  here,  be¬ 
cause  they  were  supposed  to  be  the  three  just  mentioned.  The 
terms  in  which  they  are  introduced  does  not  however  indicate 
this.  — 13.  Three  of  the  Thirty ]  implies  that  the  Thirty  have  been 
mentioned,  and  shows  the  original  place  of  the  section.  —  They 
came  down  to  the  moimtain  top ,  to  David  to  the  fortress  of  Adul- 
lam  when  a  dan  of  the  Philistines  was  encamped  in  the  Valley  of 
Rephawt]  the  well-known  scene  of  several  battles.  — 15.  David 
had  a  longing  for  the  water  he  used  to  drink  in  his  boyhood  :  Oh, 
that  one  would  give  me  to  drink  from  the  well  of  Bethlehem!  That 
there  is  now  no  well  in  the  town  does  not  prove  anything  for 
earlier  times.  — 16.  The  three  heroes  broke  through  the  camp  of 
the  Philistines  to  accomplish  David’s  desire.  He  however  would 
not  drink  the  water  but  poured  it  out  to  Yahweh ]  as  too  precious 
for  any  other  use.  —  17.  Yahweh  forbid  that  I  should  do  it !  This 
is  the  blood  of  the  men  who  went  at  the  risk  of  their  lives ]  the 
value  thus  put  upon  it  shows  David’s  appreciation  of  his  knights 
quite  as  well  as  if  he  had  drunk  their  present. 

13.  DuySi:’]  rr&hv  Qre,  Chr.  ©,  no  doubt  correctly.  —  cni]  it  is  difficult  to 
suppose  that  the  Thirty  are  all  called  chiefs  in  this  connexion.  If  we  change 
TXp  to  mxn  it  would  be  most  natural  to  read  nxn  ir^n,  and  suppose  the  inter¬ 
vening  words  the  insertion  of  a  scribe  who  connected  oxi  wrongly  with  what 
precedes.  Chr.  has  only  Tin  5y  B>xn.  —  TipAux]  they  certainly  did  not  come 
unto  the  harvest;  nxn  Chr.  ®L  is  doubtless  correct,  and  to  be  consistent  we 
must  make  mxD  for  myc,  confirmed  by  the  next  verse.  —  14.  Possibly  a  gloss, 
2C 
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as  it  is  entirely  unnecessary  to  the  sense.  This  does  not  invalidate  the  argu¬ 
ment  just  based  on  nnxaa  for  it  still  shows  that  the  glossator  found  msa  in 
v.13.  — 15.  ijptt’i  ’d]  the  question  expresses  a  wish,  as  often.  -i»N3  is  naturally 
a  well  of  living  water  —  only  such  would  account  for  David’s  desire.  Perhaps 
because  no  well  was  known  in  later  times,  the  margin  substitutes  13  here,  and 
is  followed  by  Chr.,  cf.  Robinson,  BR 2, 1.  pp.  470,  473.  —  17.  mrv]  Chr. 

points  to  nin'D  which  is  found  in  many  codd.,  and  which  is  the  more  usual 
construction.  —  Din]  is  difficult,  because  the  question  does  not  contain  a  verb. 
The  Chronicler  supplies  the  verb,  but  makes  an  awkward  sentence  which  can 
hardly  be  original.  Probably  Din  is  corrupted  from  on  nr  or  an  Nin  (Bu.). 
The  last  clause  of  this  verse  appears  to  belong  after  v.12,  as  already  noted. 

18,  19.  The  received  text  confuses  the  Three  and  the  Thirty 
so  as  to  contradict  itself.  It  seems  plain  that  the  narrative  knows 
only  the  two  bands ;  were  there  a  Second  Three  it  must  be  desig¬ 
nated.  Bearing  this  in  mind  and  correcting  the  text  accordingly, 
we  may  read  of  Abishai :  He  was  captain  of  the  Thirty  —  he  swung 
his  spear  over  three  hundred  slain,  so  he  got  a  name  like  that  of  the 
Three.  He  was  more  honourable  than  the  Thirty  and  became  their 
captain,  but  to  the  Three  he  did  not  attain. 

18.  wbon']  ntiAcn  Qre.  Neither  of  these  can  be  right  and  it  is  necessary 
to  read  with  two  MSS.  (We.).  —  niySirrj  there  is  no  way  in 

which  Abishai  could  have  a  name  among  the  Three  without  being  enrolled 
among  them,  which  is  expressly  denied  in  the  next  verse.  Chr.  and  some 
MSS.  read  x7l  for  1S1,  on  the  ground  of  which  Marquart  proposes  '122  Die*  nSi 
which  is  the  same  thing  stated  at  the  end  of  v.19.  I  have  conjectured  DC*  1S1 
which  does  not  seem  inappropriate,  and  departs  very  slightly  from  the 
text.  —  19.  The  first  wSe*n  must  be  corrected  as  in  the  other  case  to  D’e*Se*n. 
For  on,  We.  substitutes  urt,  but  Nin  is  simpler  and  answers  the  purpose. 

20—23.  Benaiah  is  next  described  as  a  mail  of  valour,  a  doer 
of  great  deeds.  His  home  was  the  Judahite  town  Kabzeel.  —  He 
smote  the  two  sons  of  Ariel  in  Moab~\  unless  indeed  towns  or 
sanctuaries  are  intended .  —  And  he  used  to  go  down  and  smite  the 
lions  in  the  pit  on  snowy  days~\  when  he  could  track  them  easily. 

21.  Moreover,  he  smote  a  tall  Egyptian  who  had  in  his  hand  a 
spear  ;  he  went  against  him  with  only  a  club  and  snatched  the  spear 
from  the  Egyptian' s  hand,  and  killed  him  with  his  own  spear\  the 
better  weapon  did  not  avail.  —  22.  The  result  was  a  reputation 
like  that  of  the  Three.  —  23.  He  too  received  an  important  com¬ 
mand,  for  David  set  him  over  his  servants J  by  which  tire  body¬ 
guard  seems  intended,  1  S.  2214, 
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20.  ’rrty'N"p]  bm  Qre  is  doubtless  correct  (so  Chr.).  But  what  concerns 
us  is  not  the  character  of  Benaiah’s  father  or  grandfather,  but  his  own.  It  is 
probable  therefore  that  we  should  read  simply  Tn  pin  (Ew.)  :  avyp  avris 
indicates  Nin  2>'N  which  however  seems  unnatural.  Kabzeel  is  named  among 
the  towns  of  Judah  in  Jos.  1521.  —  btnN]  is  unintelligible,  and  as  btntt  \ja  is 
witnessed  by  <3,  that  emendation  seems  obvious;  nan  indicates  that  men  and 
not  sanctuaries  are  intended.  —  nani  it]  the  consecution  is  awkward  and  we 
should  perhaps  read  it,  in  which  case  we  should  have  the  account  not  of  a  single 
exploit,  but  of  the  man’s  custom.  —  21.  ton]  read  O'N  Qre  and  Chr.  —  n,Nic] 
should  be  ma  with  Chr.  —  22.  noboa]  Bu.  has  already  conjectured  noboa 
which  seems  plausible,  and  which  confirms  a  similar  conjecture  of  mine  above. 
According  to  this  the  Heroes  included  the  Three,  the  Thirty,  and  two  who  were 
unclassed  but  who  ranked  above  the  Thirty  and  below  the  Three.  —  23.  b.x] 
read  by  with  Chr.  —  mjJDtVD]  tt)v  (puAaK^v  avrov  may  possibly  have  read 
minor. 

24-39.  Catalogue  of  the  Thirty.  —  That  the  names  are  more 
than  thirty  in  number  need  cause  no  surprise,  as  we  may  suppose 
the  corps  to  have  been  kept  full  after  losses  in  war.  —  25.  The 
Harodite']  probably  from  Harod  in  the  Great  Plain,  Jd.  71. — 
28.  The  Paltite']  very  uncertain.  —  The  Tekoite~\  already  known 
to  us  by  the  Tekoite  woman.  —  27.  The  Anathothite~\  from  the 
town  which  was  afterwards  the  home  of  Jeremiah,  situated  a  short 
hour  northeast  of  Jerusalem.  The  Hushathite  has  already  ap¬ 
peared,  2 118.  —  28.  Netophathites  are  mentioned  elsewhere;  the 
town  in  connexion  with  Bethlehem  after  the  Exile,  Ezr.  2s2 
Neh.  726.  —  30.  Pirathonite,  cf.  Jd.  1213.  The  Wadies  of  Gaash 
may  be  connected  with  Mount  Gaash ,  Jd.  29.  —  31.  For  Abi- 
Albon  we  should  perhaps  read  Abibaal  (We.)  ;  his  town  may  be 
identified  with  Beth-Arabah,  Jos.  15“.  —  32.  The  Shaalbomte,  pos¬ 
sibly  from  Shaalbin,  Jos.  1942  (Shaalbim  1  K.  40).  —  34.  Eliphalet 
was  from  Beth-Maacah,  2014. —  39.  The  total  of  37  does  not 
agree  with  the  names  given.  The  Chronicler  (1  Chr.  n41-47)  adds 
a  number  of  others. 

24.  anb  ma]  read  anb  tod  Chr.  ©L  and  some  codd.  —  25.  Tin  Np'bs]  is 
omitted  by  Chr.  and  <®.  —  26.  ’tflban]  mbcn  Chr. :  6  KeAc o0el  @B :  6  <f>a\yovl 
(gL.  In  the  conflict  of  testimony  it  is  difficult  to  put  much  confidence  in  any 
one  of  the  forms.  —  27.  nan]  would  naturally  be  read  nan  and  is  so  read  by 
(@>B.  But  Chr.  in  two  places  has  a  proper  name  'aaa  which  is  also  represented 
in  _28.  'nnxn]  cf.  v.9.  —  29.  abn]  ibn  1  Chr.  n30,  and  21  codd.  here, 
besides  &  (Cod.  Reuchl.)  :  nbn  1  Chr.  2715.  —  30.  nn]  min  Chr.  is  confirmed 
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by  several  codd.  of®,  Field,  Hexapl.  I.  p.  586. —  31.  'mnyn 
'naiyn  Chr. :  '  A$a\A  vibs  rov  ’ApaPoidnov  ®cod'1-.  On  the  basis  of  these  Kl., 
followed  by  Bu.,  has  restored  ’rotyn  no  tyroN.  —  ’cman]  ’Dnrun  Chr.  is 
probably  gentilic  of  onru. —  32.  jnjim  p1  ’o]  gives  no  good  sense,  psn-ya 
is  probably  corruption  of  a  proper  name,  in  which  case  it  is  most  natural  to 
suppose  jnjirp  corruption  of  a  gentilic:  Baaal  0  Twupi  ®codd'.  Chr.  connects 
pjim  with  the  following  by  a  p,  as  do  the  Greek  Codd.  used  by  Field. — 
33.  i-nnn  and  are  different  spellings  of  the  same  word.  —  34.  vojmn  p] 
probably  to  be  corrected  to  iroycrwno  (Kl.).  —  35.  nxn  Kt.  is  confirmed  by 
Chr.  should  perhaps  be  'tnxn  (Dr.).  —  38.  nnw  possibly  from  Yattir 

(Kl.).  —  39.  The  only  way  in  which  we  can  make  a  total  of  37  is  to  count 
p'  ’J2  as  two.  The  number  was  computed  after  the  corruption  took  place. 

XXIV.  The  census  and  its  results.  —  Incited  by  Yahweh, 
David  orders  a  census  and  insists  upon  it  against  the  remon¬ 
strances  of  Joab.  No  sooner  is  the  work  done  than  he  sees  its 
sinfulness  and  repents.  He  is  given  his  choice  of  three  calamities 
and  chooses  the  pestilence.  After  ravaging  the  country,  the  de¬ 
stroying  angel  reaches  Jerusalem  but  is  bidden  to  stay  his  hand. 
David  receives  the  command  to  build  an  altar  on  the  place  where 
the  angel  had  stood  when  the  plague  was  stayed.  He  therefore 
purchases  the  site  and  offers  sacrifices  upon  it. 

There  seems  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  section  is  from  the 
same  source  with  chapter  ax1"’4,  and  once  followed  that  paragraph 
without  a  break.  The  possibility  of  secondary  insertions  how¬ 
ever  need  not  be  denied. 

1-9.  The  census.  —  1.  Yahweh  was  again  angry  with  Israel 
must  be  a  reference  to  the  account  of  the  famine.  There  seems 
to  be  no  other  instance  of  Yahweh’s  wrath  against  Israel  in  our 
present  history  of  David.  —  And  instigated  David  against  them~\ 
to  do  them  harm,  i  S.  2619.  The  language  leaves  no  doubt  of 
the  author’s  theory  that  God  incites  men  to  do  that  for  which  he 
afterwards  punishes  them.  Go,  number  Israel  and  Judah.  Why 
this  should  be  a  sin  we  are  not  told,  but  it  was  doubtless  regarded 
as  such  by  popular  opinion  —  as  we  see  from  Joab’s  protest. — 
2.  The  command  is  given  to  Joab  and  the  captains  oj  the  army 
who  were  with  him ]  this  was  especially  appropriate,  as  the  num¬ 
ber  of  fighting  men  was  the  point  in  mind.  Go  about  in  all  the 
tribes  oj  Israel  .  .  .  and  muster  the  people  and  let  me  know  the 
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number  of  the  people.  —  3.  Joab’s  protest :  May  Yahweh  thy  God 
add  to  the  people  a  hundred  titties  as  many  as  they  are,  while  the 
eyes  of  my  lord  the  king  are  looking  on  /]  that  is,  during  David’s 
lifetime.  But  why  should  my  lord  the  king  take  pleasure  in  this 
thing?  The  protest  is  evidently  as  strong  as  the  servant  of  an 
absolute  monarch  can  make  it.  It  is  explicable  only  on  the 
theory  that  this  was  a  new  and  unheard-of  step.  —  4.  The  com¬ 
mand  is  too  positive  to  be  evaded  and  the  work  is  undertaken.  — 
5.  The  beginning  was  made  in  the  country  beyond  the  Jordan 
— from  Aroer  and  from  the  city  which  is  in  the  midst  of  the  Wadi] 
so  we  must  emend  the  text.  The  same  places  are  mentioned  in 
Dt.  23C  as  forming  the  southern  boundary  of  the  territory  taken  by 
Israel  from  Sihon.  The  ruins  of  Aroer  still  bear  the  name  'Arair. 
The  first  objects  of  the  survey  were  the  Gaddi tes  unto  faazer ] 
the  town  marked  the  boundary  of  the  first  district  on  the  north, 
cf.  Num.  2124  (51.  Both  Aroer  and  Jaazer  are  mentioned  in  the  list 
of  towns  belonging  to  Gad,  Num.  3234'315. —  6.  It  is  impossible  to 
make  sense  of  the  received  text.  Three  points  are  clear  how¬ 
ever  :  They  came  to  Gilead~\  which  lay  next  in  order  as  they  went 
northward ;  they  reached  Dati\  the  most  northerly  point  of  Israel’s 
actual  possessions,  and  there  they  turned  towards  Sidon,  as  we  should 
expect.  The  intervening  clause  seems  to  have  said  that  they  came 
to  the  land  of  the  Hittites  to  Hertnon.  —  7.  The  Fortress  of  Tyre 
to  which  they  next  came  would  naturally  be  a  post  on  the  bound¬ 
ary  of  the  Phoenician  territory.  —  And  all  the  cities  of  the  Hivvites 
and  the  Canaanites~\  as  they  worked  their  way  southward  these 
marked  the  boundary  of  their  operations.  The  Hivvites  were  the 
original  inhabitants  of  Shechem  and  Gibeon.  —  The  end  of  their 
journey  was  the  Negeb  of  Judah,  at  Beer-sheba ]  well  known  from 
the  history  of  Abraham,  and  as  the  southernmost  town  in  Judah. 
—  8.  The  time  occupied  was  nine  months  and  twenty  days.  — 
9.  As  in  so  many  other  cases,  the  numbers  are  not  to  be  relied 
upon.  For  the  800,000  of  Israel  the  Chronicler  has  i, 100, 000, 
and  for  the  500,000  of  Judah  he  gives  470,000. 

1.  Bu.  removes  the  first  clause  to  the  margin  and  begins  the  section  nD'i 
nw.  This  is  in  accordance  with  his  theory  that  211-14  originally  followed  this 
chapter.  If  vve  deny  this  supposed  original  order  the  reason  for  modifying 
the  verse  falls  to  the  ground.  — rDn]  as  is  well  known,  the  Chronicler  could 
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not  conceive  of  Yahweh’s  inciting  David  to  sin,  and  he  therefore  begins  the 
account  (i  Chr.  2I1)  non  ‘jn’W  hy  ptf  myi.  This  conception  of  Satan  was 
entirely  unknown  to  the  older  writer.  Ewald’s  proposal  to  correct  Sam.  by  Chr. 
is  motived  by  a  theological  prejudgment.  —  cm]  seems  to  make  no  difficulty, 
though  objected  to  by  Bu.  —  2.  ‘j'nn— ie»]  @L  seems  to  have  read  Svn  nip  Sni 
which  is  favoured  by  v.4  and  by  the  paraphrase,  oyn  nip  Smi,  i  Chr.  2I3. —  I3itp] 
probably  to  be  corrected  to  the  plural  with  6L.  For  the  tense  in  vym  cf. 
Dr.,  Tenses s,  §  112.  —  3.  ODm]  it  seems  best  to  omit  the  l  with  (§L  and  Chr., 
but  cf.  Davidson,  Syntax,  §  136,  R,  1,  d. —  Dm]  the  like  of  what  they  now  are. 

_ 4.  1  jr,L]  read  non  with  @L.  —  5.  '2  urm]  is  suspicious,  as  the  surveying 

party  did  not  have  to  stay  long  in  one  place :  /cal  Tjp^avro  a rru  ’Aporjp  has 
doubtless  the  correct  reading  *iyn)JD  V?rm  (conjectured  by  We.  apparently 
without  knowledge  of  this  recension  of  <§) .  This  requires  the  emendation  of 
pn'  to  pi.  On  the  site  of  Aroer,  Burckhardt,  Travels  in  Syria,  p.  372;  G. 
A.  Smith,  Geog.  p.  559.  The  town  is  mentioned  by  Mesha,  line  26.  —  m] 
the  article  is  suspicious;  probably  njn  should  be  restored  with  in  which 
case  the  1  of  the  next  word  may  be  stricken  out.  The  location  of  Jaazer  is 
given  by  Jerome  (Eusebius)  as  ten  (or  eight)  miles  from  Philadelphia  and 
fifteen  from  Heshbon,  OS.  pp.  86,  131.  Conjectural  identification  with  the 
site  now  called  Sar  is  given  in  Buhl,  Geog.  p.  263  f.  —  6.  ’cnn  ovnn]  cannot 
be  the  name  of  a  place.  The  reading  of  (§L  was  evidently  nanp  ovum,  to  the 
land  of  the  Hittites  to  Kadesh.  As  the  Hittites  occupied  the  region  of  Lebanon 
they  make  no  difficulty,  but  Kadesh  on  the  Orontes  is  too  far  away,  and  Kedesh 
of  Naphtali  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  Hittites.  The  conjecture  of  Ew.  (  G  VI3. 
III.  p.  220,  E.  Tr.  III.  p.  162)  is  therefore  attractive,  that  for  'nn  we  should 
read  pm  (better  n:nm).  The  clause  ovoi  ;y  also  makes  difficulty.  It  seems 
to  conceal  iddd  otfi  or  its  equivalent.  We.,  Bu.  read  iood  poi.  —  9.  The 
separate  enumeration  of  Israel  and  Judah  can  hardly  be  evidence  of  late  date. 
We  have  already  had  occasion  to  notice  indications  of  their  separate  feeling. 
The  numbers  given  are  increased  for  Israel  by  some  Greek  MSS.  to  900,000 
while  those  of  Judah  are  diminished  to  400,000. 

10-16.  The  punishment.  —  As  the  account  now  stands,  David’s 
repentance  comes  before  his  denunciation,  which  hardly  seems 
natural ;  v.10  is  probably  an  insertion.  — 11,  12.  Gad,  David's  seer, 
had  received  a  revelation  during  the  night,  commanding  him  to 
say  from  Yahweh  ;  Three  things  1  lay  before  thee :  Choose  one  of 
them  that  I  may  do  to  thee~\  what  the  three  are  is  not  stated  here 
but  in  the  following  verse.  — 13.  The  choice  offered  is  :  three  years 
of  famine  in  thy  land,  three  months  fleeing  before  thine  enemies 
while  they  pursue  thee,  or  three  days'  pestilence ]  it  has  been 
supposed  that  as  the  three  years  of  famine  were  actually  inflicted 
in  the  matter  of  the  Gibeonites,  so  the  three  months’  flight  repre- 
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sents  David’s  experience  in  the  rebellion  of  Absalom.  But  of 
this  there  is  no  evidence.  — 14.  David’s  choice  is  motived  by  the 
thought  that  Yahweh  is  more  merciful  than  man.  — 15.  The  more 
graphic  text  of  ©  gives  us  :  So  David  chose  the  pestilence.  And 
when  the  days  were  the  days  of  wheat  harvest,  the  plague  began 
among  the  people  and  slew  of  the  people  severity  thousand  men\  the 
days  of  wheat  harvest  explain  how  Araunah  came  to  be  at  his 
threshing-floor.  The  fact  that  the  plague  had  only  begun  when 
Yahweh  stayed  the  angel’s  hand  justifies  David’s  confidence  in  his 
mercies.  — 16.  The  angel  comes  to  Jerusalem,  when  Yahweh 
repents,  and  commands  :  Enough,  now  stay  thy  hand!  The  exact 
locality  which  he  had  reached  was  the  threshing-floor  of  Araunah. 
The  reason  why  Yahweh  repented  is  his  affection  for  Jerusalem. 

10.  In  favour  of  treating  the  verse  as  an  intruder  is  the  use  of  icd  instead 
of  run  v.1.  After  p  insert  '0  with  <55L  (Kl.) .  — 11.  in  npu  is  apparently 
a  part  of  the  interpolation.  —  N'tnn]  is  omitted  by  Chr.  and  is  superfluous.  — 
12.  liVn]  on  this  use  of  the  infinitive  Davidson,  Syntax,  §  88^.' — Yau]  read 
na:  with  Chr.  — 13.  For  jntp,  Chr.  has  buSip  which  makes  the  offer  more 
symmetrical.  —  pnx]  should  evidently  be  yrj  to  agree  with  what  follows; 
the  word  is  to  be  taken  collectively.  We.  prefers  pan  ami  to  pom  tom. 
— 15.  The  reconstruction  of  the  verse  by  We.  adopted  by  Dr.  and  Bu.  is  the 
one  reproduced  above.  The  reading  of  and  Yahweh  sent  a  pestilence  upon 
Israel  from  the  morning  until  an  appointed  time  is  obscure,  but  seems  to  imply 
that  the  threatened  three  days  were  fulfilled.  ©  has  a  double  reading,  a  sec¬ 
ond  translation  of  being  inserted  in  the  original  rendering.  Cutting  out 
this  insertion  we  have  left :  /cal  e£e\e|aT0  kavT/p  AaveiS  t bv  6o.vo.tov,  /cal  ppipai 
Sepiufiov  irvpwv,  /cal  ijp^aTo  tj  6pav<ns  ev  t<S  \acp.  This  evidently  represents  a 
good  Hebrew  text.  —  PD'i]  is  perhaps  to  be  pointed  npu.  It  seems  violent 
however  to  introduce  roan  pxbar  (Eu.).  —  yaa*  nto-ryi  pa]  is  lacking  in  Chr. 
and  probably  an  interpolation.  — 16.  pt^San  it  nSem]  the  order  of  the  words 
is  unusual.  But  it  seems  impossible  to  get  along  without  puScn  unless  we 
insert  it  in  the  preceding  verse.  Bu.  inserts  v.17  after  rrnB/7,  which  gives  a 
plausible  text.  —  njniNn]  the  article  with  the  proper  name  is  impossible  and 
must  be  stricken  out.  The  original  form  of  the  name  cannot  be  recovered : 
rtniN  Kt.,  runs*  Qre\  nurse  Kt.,  mm  Qre  v.18;  elsewhere  in  this  chapter 
nnrs*  or  nurse,  in  Chr.  uniformly  pm.  ©  has  ’Opt'd  both  here  and  in  Chr. 

17-25.  The  commemorative  altar.  —  The  first  verse  is  either 
an  interpolation  or  displaced,  as  18  joins  immediately  to  1G.  As  it 
stands,  it  asks  that  Yahweh  will  spare  the  people  but  punish  David 
and  his  house.  Neither  in  what  follows  nor  in  v.16  is  any  notice 
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taken  by  Yahweh  of  this  prayer.  — 18.  The  place  where  Yahweh 
reveals  himself  becomes  a  sanctuary  and  properly  receives  an 
altar.  —  20.  Araunah  looked  down  from  the  elevation  on  which  the 
threshing-floor  was  placed,  and  seeing  the  king  and  his  servants 
crossing  over  to  him,  he  went  to  meet  them  and  showed  the  cus¬ 
tomary  reverence.  —  21.  In  accounting  for  his  mission,  David 
speaks  of  building  an  altar,  that  the  plague  may  be  stayed  from 
the  people ]  he  is  apparently  not  certain  that  it  has  actually  been 
checked.  —  22.  Araunah’s  reply  considers  the  first  object  of  the 
altar,  the  sacrifice,  and  offers  the  material  which  he  has  at  hand  : 
Let  my  lord  the  king  take  and  offer  what  he  pleases ;  see  the  oxen 
for  the  burnt  offering  and  the  threshing  sledges  and  the  implements 
for  wood]  the  yokes  and  goads  are  the  ittiplements  of  the  oxen. 
We  are  reminded  of  x  S.  614,  where  the  cart  which  brought  the 
Ark  furnishes  the  wood  for  the  extemporized  altar  and  the  kine  are 
the  burnt  offering.  Threshing  sledges  were  heavy  boards  with 
stones  set  in  the  under  side,  and  they  were  dragged  over  the  grain, 
as  is  still  the  custom  in  the  East.  —  23.  The  whole  has  thy  ser¬ 
vant,  my  lord  the  king,  given  to  the  king']  the  usual  response  of 
the  oriental  to  the  expression  of  desire  for  something  in  his  pos¬ 
session.  On  the  text,  see  the  note.  The  conclusion  of  the  verse 
is  a  prayer  for  the  success  of  the  sacrifice  :  Yahweh  thy  God  accept 
thee  /  —  24.  After  refusing  to  offer  that  which  cost  him  nought, 
David  buys  the  field  and  the  cattle  for  fifty  shekels  of  silver]  the 
Chronicler  expands  these  to  six  hundred  shekels  of  gold.  — 
25.  The  altar  was  built  and  the  sacrifices  offered,  and  Yahweh 
was  entreated  for  the  land  and  the  plague  was  stayed  from 
Israel. 

17.  Against  the  originality  of  the  verse  is  the  fact  that  Gad’s  message 
makes  no  allusion  to  it.  If  stricken  out,  the  connexion  is  perfect.  —  20.  nSy] 
naturally  to  be  corrected  to  vSn  (Bu.).  Immediately  after  it  we  should  per¬ 
haps  insert  D'ton  tin  runNi  from  Chr.,  though  the  Chronicler  has  treated  the 
verse  very  freely.  —  23.  iScn  njviN]  has  given  rise  to  much  speculation,  as 
though  Araunah  had  been  king  of  the  Jebusites  before  the  conquest  of  the 
city.  It  is  evident  however  that  if  this  had  been  the  case  (its  intrinsic 
improbability  need  not  be  dwelt  upon)  the  author  would  have  taken  pains 
to  inform  us.  In  njwux  here  we  have  a  corruption  of  uix  as  was  recognized  first 
by  B8ttcher  (We.).  The  subject  to  ;ru  then  must  be  "pay  which  has  fallen 
0UE  25.  ©  adds  at  the  end  of  the  verse  that  Solomon  added  to  the  altar 
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later  because  it  was  small.  This  assumes  what  was  also  the  mind  of  the 
Chronicler,  that  the  site  now  fixed  became  the  site  of  Solomon’s  Temple. 
But  of  this  we  cannot  be  certain.  The  site  of  Solomon’s  Temple  was  fixed  by 
the  location  of  the  palace,  of  which  it  was  the  sanctuary.  It  is  not  likely  that 
this  was  anywhere  except  in  the  citadel  where  both  David  and  Solomon 
resided. 


The  division  of  books  here  is  quite  artificial,  as  the  history  of 
David  is  continued  in  i  Kings  with  the  account  of  Abishag  and 
the  revolt  of  Adonijah.  That  the  division  is  not  very  early  is 
probably  indicated  by  (SP  which  begins  its  Third  Book  of  Kings 
with  i  K.  3  of  the  received  text,  and  numbers  the  two  chapters 
which  intervene  25  and  26  of  our  book. 
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I.  THE  CRITICISM  OF  THE  OLD  TESTAMENT  TEXT 

The  foregoing  commentary  was  in  the  hands  of  the  printer 
before  I  received  the  third  edition  of  Thenius’  Commentary 
edited  by  Professor  Lohr.  Careful  examination  of  this  volume 
shows,  to  my  surprise,  a  serious  divergence  from  Thenius’  own 
work  in  respect  to  the  treatment  of  the  text.  As  the  position 
taken  by  Professor  Lohr  indicates  how  far  we  are  from  uniting 
upon  even  the  most  elementary  questions  of  Old  Testament 
science,  an  examination  of  his  argument  will  be  in  place  here. 
Thenius  opened  the  way  to  a  rational  treatment  of  the  text  in  his 
exposition  of  the  Books  of  Samuel.  His  results  have  been  widely 
accepted,  and  all  recent  inquiry  has  been  based  more  or  less 
distinctly  upon  his  work.  Yet  now  the  editor  who  claims  to  con¬ 
tinue  his  work  attempts  to  discredit  a  considerable  part  of  it  and 
announces  a  principle  which  would  be  repudiated  by  the  original 
author.*  Such  a  phenomenon  deserves  study. 

The  position  of  the  author  (by  which  I  mean  Professor  Lohr)  is 
stated  as  follows  :  “  The  aim  of  Old  Testament  textual  criticism  is 
(if  indeed  we  wish  to  retain  common  ground  and  a  sure  footing)  f 
a  philologically  correct  edition  of  the  Massoretic  Text.”  The 
first  remark  suggested  by  this  language  is  that  common  ground  is 
not  at  present  attainable.  The  prejudgment  which  made  the 
Massoretic  Text  unassailable  to  scholars  of  the  seventeenth  century 
has  not  yet  died  out.  Those  who  are  affected  by  it  can  have  no 


*  This  was  written  before  I  saw  Bertholet's  review  of  Lohr  (in  ThLZ.  XXIII, 
529  ff.),  which  agrees  with  my  criticism  of  this  part  of  the  book. 

f  Wenn  anders  wir  einen  gemeinsamen  und  sicheren  Bodcn  unter  den  Ftissen 
behalten  wollen ;  Thenius,3  p.  xc. 
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common  ground  with  those  who  believe  that  the  received  text  of 
the  Old  Testament  has  suffered  from  the  accidents  of  transmission, 
and  who  seek  to  improve  it  by  every  resource  known  to  textual 
criticism. 

What  we  know  as  the  Massoretic  Text  is  the  text  common  to  all 
Jewish  copies  of  the  Old  Testament.  It  is  well  known  that  this 
has  been  transmitted  with  great  care  for  some  centuries  —  though 
we  must  not  suppose  that  the  rules  for  the  Scribes,  intended  to 
secure  perfect  copies  for  the  public  service,  were  applied  to  those 
intended  for  private  use.  The  praise  which  we  cheerfully  accord 
to  this  extraordinary  diligence  should  not  blind  us  to  the  fact  that 
no  scrupulosity  could  cure  errors  already  in  the  text.  And  that 
the  original  to  which  this  diligence  was  applied  was  not  the  auto¬ 
graph,  but  an  extremely  defective  copy  —  this  must  be  evident  to 
any  unprejudiced  observer. 

Where  and  when  this  archetype  of  our  Hebrew  copies  was 
settled  upon  we  do  not  know.  But  it  seems  probable  that  after 
the  revolt  of  Bar  Cochba,  the  Jewish  scholars  united  upon  some 
one  manuscript  as  a  standard,  and  guarded  its  propagation.  It  is 
not  impossible  that  they  were  reduced  to  a  single  manuscript,  for 
the  marks  sedulously  preserved  to  us  (extraordinary  points,  sus¬ 
pended  letters,  unusual  orthography)  are  marks  which  we  should 
expect  to  find  in  a  single  imperfect  manuscript.*  Had  the  text 
been  edited  even  rudimentarily,  these  would  have  disappeared. 
But  even  if  we  suppose  (as  tradition  seems  to  affirm)  that  the 
authorities  had  three  or  more  MSS.  at  their  disposition,  we  shall 
not  thereby  increase  our  confidence  in  the  received  text.  Textual 
criticism  is  a  science  of  recent  growth.  We  have  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  the  scribes  of  a.d.  200  either  had  adequate  material 
for  a  really  critical  edition  of  the  Old  Testament,  or  that  they  were 
able  to  make  intelligent  use  of  such  material  as  they  had.  Three 
manuscripts  or  a  dozen,  if  of  the  same  family  or  type,  could  not 
correct  each  other’s  errors  except  in  minor  particulars. 

In  this  condition  of  things  it  seems  misleading  to  call  the  Masso¬ 
retic  Hebrew  Bible  a  recension.  By  recension  we  mean  an  edition 

*  1  his  seems  to  have  been  first  declared  by  Lagarde  in  the  preface  to  his 
Anmerkungen  zur  griechischen  Uebersetzung  der  Proverbial  (1863),  reprinted  in 
Mittheilungen ,  I.  p,  19  ff. 
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revised  and  corrected  by  a  single  hand  with  a  definite  purpose  and 
according  to  some  fixed  principle.  To  choose  a  single  manuscript, 
because  it  happens  to  be  accessible,  and  to  make  it  the  parent  of 
numerous  copies  is  not  to  make  a  recension.  And  the  reverse  is 
true  —  to  reconstruct  a  codex  which  happens  to  be  the  parent  of  a 
large  family  of  derived  manuscripts  is  not  to  recover  a  distinct 
recension  of  the  text.  The  eccentricities  of  the  recovered  copy 
are  not  the  result  of  editorial  purpose,  but  are  the  accumulated 
errors,  misunderstandings,  attempts  at  correction,  of  all  the  scribes 
who  have  had  a  hand  in  the  whole  preceding  line  of  transmission. 

The  philologically  correct  edition  of  the  Massoretic  Text  which 
is  desiderated  by  Professor  Lohr  is  no  more  than  the  recovery  of 
the  single  defective  codex  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  Scribes 
(or  perhaps  their  necessity)  settled  in  the  time  of  Hadrian.  It 
forms  no  natural  stopping  place  in  the  history  —  or  at  least  it  forms 
no  stopping  place  at  which  the  exegete  can  say  ‘  this  is  the  goal  of 
my  labours.’ 

The  example  of  Professor  Lohr  is  instructive,  because  it  shows 
the  difficulty  of  fixing  any  point  short  of  the  earliest  attainable  text 
as  the  end  of  critical  effort.  What  this  scholar  actually  adopts 
in  his  commentary  is  not  a  philologically  correct  edition  of 
He  is  forced  to  have  recourse  to  (©  for  frequent  emendation. 
The  only  result  of  his  self-limitation  is  that  he  makes  a  half-hearted 
use  of  this  version,  accepting  it  where  he  is  obliged  to,  rejecting  it 
where  he  thinks  it  goes  too  far. 

It  has  already  been  pointed  out  (Introduction,  §  7)  that  serious 
difficulties  meet  us  in  attempting  to  make  systematic  use  of  the 
versions  for  correction  of  the  text.  Confining  ourselves  to  @  for 
the  present,  we  must  see  that  these  difficulties  are  no  reason  for 
despair.  If  we  could  attain  the  original  form  of  this  version,  it 
would  be  practically  equivalent  to  a  Hebrew  MS.  of  the  second 
century  before  Christ.  Greater  age  is  not  always  a  guarantee  of 
greater  correctness,  but  as  the  corruption  of  the  Hebrew  text 
probably  went  on  actively  during  just  the  period  which  elapsed 
between  the  translation  of  (@  and  the  choice  of  the  presump¬ 
tion  is  that  in  this  case  the  older  copy  would  be  more  valuable. 
Even  if  it  were  not,  the  experience  of  the  critics  shows  that  the 
poorest  copy  will  sometimes  enable  us  to  correct  a  better  one. 
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As  (©  lies  before  us,  we  have  not  this  original.  We  have 
instead,  widely  different  copies,  some  of  which  represent  clearly- 
marked  recensions.  What  makes  these  variant  copies  valuable  is 
that  they  represent  additional  MSS.  of  the  Hebrew.  For  one 
object  of  the  editors  in  making  their  different  recensions  was  to 
bring  their  Greek  nearer  to  the  Hebrew  in  their  hands.  In  the 
various  Greek  copies  we  have  therefore  testimony  to  Hebrew 
MSS.  of  different  dates,  but  probably  all  of  them  as  old  as  the 
archetype  of  our  some  of  them  older. 

Now  we  cannot  doubt  that  there  was  an  autograph  of  the  Books 
of  Samuel,  from  which  all  these  copies  both  of  &  and  ft)  are  ulti¬ 
mately  derived.  Their  differences  show  corruption  of  this  auto¬ 
graph.  The  textual  critic  cannot  be  called  over-ambitious,  if  he 
sets  as  his  goal  the  restoration  of  the  earliest  reading  attainable, 
that  is,  the  reading  of  the  autograph.  Professor  Noldeke  says  (as 
cited  in  the  book  under  discussion)  :  “To  introduce  single  more 
or  less  certain  corrections  into  a  connected  text  of  a  later  recen¬ 
sion  gives  in  any  case  a  bizarre  result  —  a  text  which  has  never 
existed  in  this  form  even  approximately,  and  which  makes  my 
philological  taste  shudder.” 

It  is  unfortunate  that  the  great  name  of  Professor  Noldeke 
should  give  weight  to  such  an  argument.  Philological  taste, 
indeed,  hardly  constitutes  an  argument,  tastes  being  proverbially 
not  subject  to  discussion.  So  far  as  argument  is  discernible  behind 
the  sentence  just  quoted  it  seems  to  be  to  this  effect :  Because  ft) 
has  been  current  for  so  many  centuries,  we  should  refuse  to  cor¬ 
rect  it  until  we  can  restore  the  autograph  in  its  integrity.  This 
would  reduce  the  labour  of  the  textual  critic  to  the  task  of  restor¬ 
ing  the  most  accurate  form  of  the  Massoretic  text.  But  this  is 
not  the  real  meaning  of  Professor  Noldeke  or  of  Professor  Lohr. 
Neither  one  supposes  that  we  are  to  comment  on  f^  as  the  seven¬ 
teenth  century  scholars  did,  without  trying  to  correct  its  most  obvi¬ 
ous  errors.  For  in  the  Books  of  Samuel,  with  which  we  are  now 
concerned,  it  is  evident  that  the  Massoretic  text  swarms  with  errors. 
Whether  we  call  it  a  recension  or  not,  its  present  constitution  is 
due  to  the  accumulated  mistakes  of  centuries.  It  is  dotted  all 
over  with  impossible  collocations  of  words,  glosses,  lacunae,  false 
readings.  The  bizarre  effect  at  which  the  philological  taste  must 
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shudder  is  already  there.  It  remains  true  that  to  remove  part  of 
the  errors  while  leaving  others,  is  to  reproduce  a  text  which  never 
existed.  But  this  is  incident  to  all  textual  criticism.  The  mate¬ 
rial  in  hand  is  never  sufficient  to  enable  us  to  retrace  the  exact 
steps  of  transmission  and  remove  the  errors  in  the  order  in  which 
they  came  into  the  text.  Restoration  of  a  lost  autograph  is  always 
approximate,  the  degree  of  approximation  being  determined  by 
the  amount  of  evidence  at  hand.  To  stop  at  a  certain  amount  of 
correction  when  the  material  is  not  exhausted,  is  to  be  unfaithful 
to  our  opportunity. 

The  reaction  in  favour  of  ^  represented  by  Professor  Lohr 
seems  therefore  unjustifiable.  This  comes  out  clearly  in  his  own 
statement.  For  he  formulates  his  principles  of  textual  criticism 
in  a  series  of  theses,  and  it  will  not  be  out  of  place  to  reproduce 
them  here. 

“  i.  Where  ^  and  ©  show  an  equally  good,  i.e.  grammatically 
unobjectionable,  text,  there  is  no  reason  for  changing  the  reading 
of  %» 

The  argument  is  fallacious.  It  is  well  known  that  a  grammati¬ 
cally  unobjectionable  text  often  arises  by  deliberate  alteration  on 
the  part  of  a  scribe.  In  fact,  the  most  dangerous  corruptions  of 
ancient  documents  have  come  in  where  a  scribe  attempted  to 
substitute  a  smoother  reading  for  one  which  was  to  him  obscure 
or  ungrammatical.  The  well-known  dictum  that  the  more  diffi¬ 
cult  reading  is  to  be  preferred  derives  its  force  from  this  fact.  No 
doubt  the  dictum  has  sometimes  been  abused ;  but,  rightly  under¬ 
stood,  it  is  the  foundation  of  sound  criticism.  The  grammatical 
correctness  of  is  no  argument  for  its  originality,  and  our  rule 
should  read  :  Where  ©  and  show  variant  readings,  both  being 
grammatically  intelligible,  they  have  prima  facie  equal  claims  to 
attention,  and  the  decision  between  them  must  be  made  on  the 
ground  of  internal  probability.  In  the  nature  of  the  case  the 
frequent  verdict  must  be  non  liquet. 

“  2.  Where  shows  a  younger  reading,  that  is,  one  based  on 
correction,  this  may  be  remarked  according  to  © ;  but  we  must 
not  change  the  text  of 

If  the  author  wishes  to  publish  an  edition  of  the  Massoretic 
text,  there  is  no  objection  to  his  doing  so,  and  we  cannot  hold  him 
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to  more  than  his  avowed  object.  If  he  sets  out  to  remove  only 
the  grammatically  unintelligible  readings,  he  has  a  right  so  to  limit 
himself.  But  if  he  is  endeavouring  to  understand  the  Books  of 
Samuel  (and  that  is  the  object  of  a  commentary),  there  is  no 
reason  why  he  should  retain  a  reading  which  he  believes  to  have 
come  into  the  text  by  the  “  correction”  of  a  scribe. 

“  3.  Where  (Si  shows  a  plus  as  compared  with  p^,  this  must  be 
accepted  only  where  the  connexion  compels  us.  But  even  here 
we  must  remark : 

“  (a)  The  inserted  sentence  of  (H  may  have  been  interpolated, 
and  so  we  cannot  be  certain  that  we  do  not  accept  with  it  matter 
which  did  not  belong  to  the  text. 

“  (l)  Often  the  plus  of  (Si,  even  though  (according  to  our  ideas 
of  style)  it  fits  smoothly  in  the  context,  lies  under  the  suspicion  of 
being  an  addition  of  the  translators ;  and  if  it  is  that,  it  cannot 
come  into  consideration.” 

To  this  it  should  be  remarked  that  the  longer  text  is  always 
open  to  suspicion.  Observation  shows  that  an  ancient  document 
is  more  likely  to  be  interpolated  than  to  be  abbreviated.  But  this 
rule  should  not  be  turned  against  &  alone ;  it  should  be  made 
general :  The  plus  of  either  text  is  suspicious  unless  we  discover 
probable  cause  of  accidental  omission.  The  most  probable  cause 
of  omission  is,  of  course,  homeoteleuton,  and  this  is  as  likely  to 
affect  pj  as  to  affect  (®.  Several  cases  where  it  has  undoubtedly 
affected  ^  are  noticed  in  this  commentary.  It  cannot  be  shown 
that  the  translators  of  (!§  made  insertions  in  their  text.  All  the 
evidence  goes  to  show  that  they  tried  to  render  the  text  before 
them.  The  danger  of  taking  over  interpolated  matter  from  (@, 
with  a  genuine  reading,  can  scarcely  be  called  considerable.  The 
text  of  (d  has  itself  suffered  from  the  ordinary  accidents  of 
transmission,  is  all  we  need  to  say. 

“ 4 .  (®  comes  into  consideration  only  where  P^  has  really  been 
corrupted,  and  even  then  only  : 

“  ( a )  In  case  (H  had  not  itself  the  corrupt  reading  before  it. 

“  ( b )  In  case  ©  does  not  show  a  correct,  but  wholly  divergent, 
text. 

“  (c)  In  case  ^  cannot  be  emended  from  its  own  resources.” 

The  rule  thus  formulated  proves  useless  in  practice.  The  task 
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of  the  critic  is  precisely  to  discover  when  his  text  has  really  been 
corrupted  ( entstellt ).  The  most  dangerously  corrupt  passages  are 
those  which  seem  to  read  with  perfect  smoothness.  The  great 
value  of  (§?  is  that  it  calls  our  attention  to  just  such  passages. 
The  limitation  of  our  use  of  3  to  the  cases  ‘  where  3  had  not 
itself  the  corrupt  reading  before  it  ’  is  also  useless  in  practice. 
The  critic  must  always  bear  in  mind  the  possibility  that  3  tried  to 
render  the  text  which  we  find  in  our  copies.  This  is  so  much  a 
matter  of  course  that  it  is  needless  to  state  it.  Textual  criticism  is 
always  more  or  less  subjective ;  in  many  cases  that  arise,  opinions 
will  differ.  Some  will  suppose  the  rendering  of  3  to  be  based  on 
a  divergent  text,  where  others  see  in  it  an  attempt  to  translate  our 
pf.  We  are  compelled  to  make  allowance  for  this  difference,  with 
the  hope  that  there  will  be  a  growing  consensus  of  judgment  as 
time  goes  on. 

When  3  has  a  ‘  correct  but  wholly  divergent  text,’  its  testimony 
is  of  the  highest  value.  It  may  have  preserved  for  us  a  reading 
which  became  illegible  in  one  of  the  ancestors  of  P^,  and  which 
was  then  filled  in  on  conjecture  by  a  scribe.  Or  it  may  show 
where  a  text,  really  original,  has  been  purposely  obscured  so  as 
not  to  offend  later  religious  susceptibilities.  Or  again,  it  may 
show  a  gap  which  has  been  differently  filled  in,  in  the  different 
copies.  In  none  of  these  cases  is  it  right  to  refuse  the  help 
of  (@. 

What  is  meant  by  emending  pj  from  its  own  resources  (a us  sick 
hei-aus )  is  not  clear.  The  phrase  might  describe  emendation  from 
Hebrew  MSS.,  and  it  is  evident  that  these  must  not  be  neglected. 
Our  trouble  is  that  they  are  entirely  inadequate  —  they  do  not 
suggest  a  remedy  for  the  most  desperate  passages  in  the  Books  of 
Samuel.  Even  where  they  seem  to  give  us  help  they  may  be  sim¬ 
ply  proffering  ingenious  conjectures  of  the  scribes.  In  any  case 
they  cannot  claim  the  antiquity  which  certainly  belongs  to  the  text 
of  3. 

But  emending  P|  aus  sich  heraus  may  possibly  mean  construct¬ 
ing  a  text  by  analogy,  on  the  basis  of  parallel  passages,  or  ac¬ 
cording  to  known  Hebrew  usage.  But  this  is  simply  conjectural 
emendation.  We  cannot  do  without  conjecture,  but  it  should  be 
our  last  resort,  and  it  should  not  be  put  in  the  same  class  with 
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emendation  on  the  basis  of  evidence,  even  the  evidence  of  a 
version. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  exegete  cannot  consistently  set  his 
aim  short  of  the  earliest  attainable  text. 


II.  LUCIAN  AND  THEODOTION 

As  has  been  pointed  out  (Introduction,  p.  xxxi),  a  distinct 
recension  of  the  Greek  Old  Testament  is  preserved  for  us  in  the 
edition  of  Lagarde.  This  recension  has  been  identified  by  Lagarde 
himself  with  that  of  Lucian,  of  which  we  are  informed  by  Jerome. 
What  is  actually  established  about  it  is  that  it  represents  the  text 
current  in  Constantinople  in  the  fourth  century. 

The  existence  of  two  such  divergent  texts  as  are  embodied  in 
this  (L)  and  in  the  Codex  Vaticanus  (B)  presents  some  problems 
which  are  yet  far  from  solution,  but  to  which  the  attention  of  the 
reader  may  be  directed. 

To  begin  with,  we  are  unable  to  say  when  and  where  the  Greek 
translation  of  the  historical  books  of  the  Old  Testament  was  made. 
The  traditional  account  of  the  origin  of  the  Septuagint  is  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  Pentateuch  alone,  and,  even  if  it  were  trustworthy, 
it  could  throw  no  light  upon  the  translation  of  the  historical  books. 
It  is  natural  to  suppose  that  various  attempts  were  made  for  these, 
and  that  our  copies  represent  the  mingling  of  these  various  trans¬ 
lations.  We  have  internal  evidence  that  two  distinct  versions  of 
the  Book  of  Judges  were  current,*  and  that  they  have  been  con¬ 
founded  in  our  editions  of  (©.  The  conditions  which  invited  to 
independent  attempts  at  translation  are  the  same  for  the  Books 
of  Samuel  as  for  the  Book  of  Judges.  Even  if  there  were  one 
version  which  served  as  a  substratum  for  all  the  copies,  the  scribes 
of  that  day,  so  far  as  they  had  some  knowledge  of  Hebrew,  wmuld 
feel  at  liberty  to  alter  or  expand  their  archetype,  so  that  there 
would  soon  appear  to  be  “  as  many  versions  as  there  were  copies,” 
as  was  afterwards  the  case  with  the  Latin  Bible. 

The  state  of  things  when  Christian  scholarship  began  to  interest 
itself  in  the  Biblical  text  is  made  known  to  us  by  the  labours  of 


*  Moore,  Judges,  pp.  xliv-xlvi. 
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Origen.  These  labours  are  visibly  illustrated  by  a  recently  recov¬ 
ered  fragment  of  the  Hexapla,*  as  well  as  set  forth  in  the  descrip¬ 
tions  of  the  Fathers.  They  interest  us  here  because  they  make 
known  to  us  a  number  of  different  translations  of  the  Old  Testa¬ 
ment  into  Greek.  Besides  what  he  supposed  to  be  the  original 
Septuagint,  Origen  had  in  his  hands  Aquila,  Symmachus,  and  Theo- 
dotion.  Besides  these  four,  he  was  acquainted  with  portions  of  a 
fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  suppose  that 
all  the  Greek  translations  then  in  existence  were  known  even  to 
this  indefatigable  scholar.  The  contrary  is  the  case,  for  one  of  the 
two  translations  of  the  Book  of  Judges  seems  to  have  escaped  his 
notice. 

It  is  necessary  for  us  therefore  to  exercise  caution  in  treating 
the  Greek  material  in  our  possession.  We  should  not  confuse  our¬ 
selves  by  assuming  that  all  our  MSS.  or  recensions  are  influenced 
by  one  or  another  of  the  versions  known  to  Origen.  It  seems 
especially  undesirable  to  postulate  various  forms  of  these  versions, 
as  though  we  could  distinguish  a  first,  second,  and  third  edition 
of  Symmachus,  as  many  of  Theodotion,  and  so  of  the  others. 

That  this  caveat  is  not  uncalled  for  is  illustrated  by  Mez  in  his 
essay  on  the  Bible  of  Josephus.f  In  this  book  the  author  gives  a 
very  instructive  comparison  of  Josephus  with  the  historical  data 
of  Judges  and  Samuel.  The  statements  of  the  Antiquities  are  set 
side  by  side  with  those  of  our  and  with  those  of  the  different 
recensions  of  0.  His  conclusion  is  that  Josephus  follows  the  text 
of  Lucian.  The  necessary  inference  is  that  the  text  of  Lucian  is 
older  than  Lucian  —  for  Josephus  wrote  two  centuries  before  the 
time  of  Lucian.  “  There  were  two  Greek  Bibles  before  the  time 
of  Origen,  the  text  of  B  and  its  congeners,  probably  native  to 
Egypt,  and  a  Syro-Italian  Bible,  best  preserved  in  the  so-called 
Lucian  text  ”  —  this  is  the  conclusion  of  Mez,  and  it  is  one  which 
we  may  provisionally  accept. 

Doubt  begins  to  assert  itself  at  the  next  step  in  the  argumenta¬ 
tion.  Our  author  goes  on  to  point  out  that  Origen  knew  a  Greek 
Old  Testament,  which  he  called  by  the  name  of  Theodotion.  On 

*  Klostermann,  “  Die  Mailander  Fragment  der  Hexapla,"  ZA  TW.  XVI.  p.  334  ff. 

f  Die  Bibel  des  Josephus  untersucht  fur  Buck  V-  VII  der  Archaologie.  Basel, 
1895. 
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the  basis  of  certain  resemblances  between  our  Lucian  and  the 
fragments  of  Theodotion,  he  concludes  that  the  two  were  allied  in 
some  way.  He  formulates  his  conclusion  in  the  words  :  “  The 
primitive  Lucian  has  become  a  primitive  Theodotion ;  ”  by  which 
he  means  that  L  is  only  a  copy  of  Origen’s  Theodotion,  and  that 
an  earlier  copy  of  the  same  version  was  the  Bible  of  Josephus. 
The  proposition  is  sufficiently  important  to  warrant  examination. 

In  order  not  to  confound  things  that  differ,  we  should  avoid 
assuming  that  there  were  other  Lucians  than  the  Lucian  known  to 
us,  or  other  Theodotions  than  the  Theodotion  whose  fragments 
have  been  preserved  to  us.  Our  two  known  quantities  are  the 
recension  of  L  in  the  edition  of  Lagarde  (or  the  MSS.  on  which 
that  edition  is  based),  and  the  fragments  of  Theodotion  collected 
by  Field  in  his  edition  of  the  Hexapla.  Our  task  is  to  compare 
these  known  and  tangible  entities,  and  not  to  confuse  ourselves 
with  their  unknown  predecessors.  Predecessors  they  doubtless 
had,  but  these  are  as  yet  out  of  our  reach. 

Bringing  the  text  of  A  and  B  into  the  comparison,*  the  relevant 
facts  are  as  follows  : 

1.  Of  144  instances  adduced  by  Mez,  there  are  twenty-five  in 
which  Josephus  agrees  with  the  text  common  to  the  three  Greek 
witnesses  A  B  L.  There  are  eighty-eight  in  which  he  agrees  with 
neither  one  of  the  three.  Out  of  the  remainder  we  discover  seven¬ 
teen  in  which  he  may  be  fairly  counted  for  L,  in  seven  he  agrees 
with  AB,  in  four  with  BL,  in  two  with  AL,  while  in  only  one  can  he 
be  said  to  go  with  B  as  against  the  other  two  witnesses. 

Ihe  result  is  a  negative  one.  The  large  number  of  instances  in 
which  Josephus  agrees  with  neither  one  of  our  three  forms  of  text 
shows  that  his  Bible  cannot  be  identified  with  either  one  of  these. 
But  as  between  these,  his  Bible  appreciably  resembled  L,  whereas 
it  seems  to  have  had  no  connexion  with  the  type  of  text  preserved 
in  B.  Although  negative,  this  result  is  an  important  one.  It 
indicates  that  the  Josephus  text  should  be  counted  as  a  separate 
recension  of  ®. 

2.  Comparison  of  the  two  Greek  texts  shows  that  L  is  notice¬ 
ably  fuller  than  B.  In  the  first  six  chapters  of  Samuel,  about  one 


*  The  inquiry  is  confined  to  the  Books  of  Samuel. 
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tenth  of  the  words  in  L  are  not  in  B  —  over  4400  in  one,  to  about 
4000  in  the  other.  The  disproportion  in  other  parts  of  the  Book 
is  not  so  marked.  But  it  seems  safe  to  say  that  they  differ  by  seven 
or  eight  per  cent,  the  plies  being  almost  uniformly  on  the  side  of  L. 

3.  Examination  into  the  nature  of  this  additional  matter  shows 
that  a  part  of  it  is  due  to  a  desire  to  make  good  Greek.  Thus, 
the  most  frequent  insertion  is  that  of  the  definite  article,  which  is 
needed  by  the  Greek  idiom  but  is  not  expressed  in  Hebrew  (and 
is  consequently  omitted  by  B).  For  Kvpiw  B  we  find  t  10  Kvpcu> L,  for 
KtyScoros  Kvplov  B,  7j  kl(3<j)tos  tov  Kvpiov  L.  The  shorter  form  is  here 
more  exactly  representative  of  the  Hebrew,  the  longer  is  better 
Greek.  For  the  same  reason,  we  find  a  preposition  used  in  L 
which  is  lacking  in  B;  in  a  few  cases  the  conjunction  is  inserted, 
and  in  a  rather  larger  number  the  subject  or  object  of  the  verb, 
unexpressed  in  and  B,  is  supplied  in  L.  In  saying  that  such 
words  have  been  supplied  in  L,  or  in  calling  them  insertions ,  we 
must  be  careful  to  guard  our  words,  for  we  do  not  mean  to  imply 
that  B  is  the  earlier  text  which  forms  the  basis  upon  which  L  sup¬ 
plied  what  was  lacking,  or  into  which  it  inserted  these  additional 
words.  The  number  of  these  additional  words  is  such  that  we 
can  hardly  think  of  an  editor  going  through  a  previously  existing 
text  and  inserting  them  into  it.  They  are  entirely  consistent  with 
the  theory  that  the  translator  of  L  was  independent  of  any  prede¬ 
cessor,  and  that  he  was  less  slavishly  bound  to  his  text  than  the 
translator  of  E.  If  Lagarde’s  canon  be  correct,  that  the  more 
exact  conformity  shows  later  date,  we  should  argue  for  the  priority 
of  L. 

4.  There  are,  however,  indications  that  the  plus  of  L  is  some¬ 
times  due  to  interpolation  of  a  shorter  text.  One  of  the  first 
examples  we  meet  is  1  S.  i3,  where  ^  has  fiHOSt  filT1?.  In  B  this 
is  rendered  by  to  rvp (u>  0e<3  <ra /3a6>0,  whereas  we  find  in  L  to  Kvp'ua 
cra(3au>0  0eo3  TravTOK.pa.TopL.  It  is  evident  that  a  a.  f3  a.  6)0  and  iravro- 
KpaTopL  represent  the  same  Hebrew  word,  and  therefore  that  L  has 
been  interpolated.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  its  original  was  the 
text  of  B.  In  fact  it  seems  pretty  certain  that  its  earliest  form  was 
to!  Kvpc a>  Oew  iravTOKpaTopL,  which  is  a  complete  translation  of  %% 
or  rather  of  a  variant  Hebrew  text,  and  that  cra(3a6)6  was  injected 
into  this  by  a  scribe  familiar  with  the  Hebrew  phrase.  In  some 
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cases  the  argument  is  not  so  clear,  and  it  is  undoubtedly  true  that 
L  has  sometimes  been  expanded  by  insertion  of  a  new  translation 
alongside  of  the  old.  But  it  seems  impossible  in  any  large  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  variations  to  prove  that  B  was  the  original  on  which 
h  is  fashioned. 

5.  One  point  of  considerable  importance  seems  demonstrable  : 
the  Tireodotion  of  Origen  is  not  identical  with  our  L.  This  is 
established  by  more  than  one  line  of  argument : 

a.  According  to  Field  (. Hexapla  Origenis,  I.  p.  xxxixf.),  one 
mark  of  Theodotion  is  leaving  Hebrew  words  untranslated,  trans¬ 
ferring  them  in  Greek  letters.  This  editor  gives  a  list  of  such 
words,  six  of  which  occur  in  the  Books  of  Samuel.  Out  of  these 
six  only  one  is  found  in  L,  namely,  amOwO  for  r3”tf!2,  1  S.  1 5 'A 

b.  Origen’s  diacritical  marks  give  us  a  criterion.  It  may  not  be 
superfluous  to  remind  the  reader  that  in  the  Hexapla  the  text  of  (g 
(what  Origen  regarded  as  the  original  Septuagint)  was  emended 
to  conform  to  the  type  of  Hebrew  then  current.  Where  it  was 
deficient,  words  and  phrases  were  inserted.  These  inserted  words 
and  phrases  had  prefixed  to  them  an  asterisk  (made  in  the  Greek 
form  •*•),  and,  what  especially  interests  us  here,  they  were  gener¬ 
ally  taken  from  Theodotion.  Although  the  greater  part  of  these 
marks  are  no  longer  preserved  to  us  (for  the  Books  of  Samuel), 
yet  we  have  occasionally  in  Greek  MSS.  some  words  sub  asterisco, 
and  it  is  fair  to  assume  that  these  asterisks  for  the  most  part  go 
back  to  Origen.  Their  testimony  is  exhibited  by  Field,  and  in 
1  Samuel  we  find  29  asterisks.  In  fourteen  cases  the  asterisked 
words  are  found  in  L ;  in  six  cases  the  same  matter  is  found  in  L, 
but  in  different  words.  In  the  remaining  nine  the  insertions  are 
not  made  in  L  at  all.  The  conclusion  seems  not  remote.  Our  L 
cannot  be  a  faithful  representative  of  Theodotion.  The  cases  in 
which  the  additional  matter  is  inserted  in  other  words  seem  inex¬ 
plicable  if  L  was  in  any  sense  dependent  on  Theodotion. 

c.  The  early  Fathers  sometimes  directly  cite  Theodotion,  and 
the  MSS.  also  sometimes  designate  his  reading  by  the  initial  letter 
of  his  name.  This  testimony  also  is  conveniently  reproduced  for 
us  by  Field.  In  the  first  fifteen  chapters  of  Samuel  I  find  49 
words  or  phrases  assigned  to  Theodotion.  In  only  three  cases  is 
the  reading  found  in  our  L.  Two  of  these  are  the  insertion  of  the 
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single  word  eKaOrjTo,  1  S.  i9  413-  The  word  is  lacking  in  B,  but  it 
must  be  evident  that  the  insertion  is  one  that  could  be  made  by 
different  editors  in  entire  independence  of  each  other’s  labours. 
In  the  third  case  (1  S.  231f-)  where  we  find  a  sentence  ascribed  to 
Theodotion  which  we  now  find  in  L,  there  is  room  to  doubt  the 
accuracy  of  the  ascription,  for  Theodoret,  who  is  one  of  our  best 
authorities  on  the  various  Greek  renderings,  says  nothing  of  Theo¬ 
dotion  in  this  connexion.  In  general,  we  must  view  the  testimony 
of  these  scholiasts  with  some  reserve.  It  is  always  conceivable 
that  by  some  blunder  a  reading  of  Theodotion  has  been  wrongly 
labelled.  But  all  the  weight  of  this  testimony,  which  is  the  best 
we  have,  is  against  the  identification  of  Theodotion  and  L ;  for  it 
must  be  evident  that  three  cases  out  of  forty-nine  cannot  establish 
influence  of  one  recension  on  the  other.  Out  of  this  same  list  we 
find  three  cases  where  Aquila  and  Theodotion  agree,  two  where 
Symmachus  and  Theodotion  agree,  and  two  where  Aquila,  Sym- 
machus,  and  Theodotion  agree.  Yet  the  independence  of  these 
three  Greek  translators  is  universally  acknowledged. 

For  the  Books  of  Samuel,  therefore,  we  must  conclude  :  (a)  that 
the  recension  of  Lucian  cannot  be  treated  as  a  descendant  or  near 
relative  of  Theodotion ;  and  (b)  that  the  type  of  text  used  by 
Josephus  must  be  classed  by  itself,  though  showing  features  of 
resemblance  to  our  L,  rather  than  to  the  recension  represented  by 
the  Codex  Vaticanus. 

III.  THE  LITERARY  PROCESS 

Professor  Lohr  in  his  Introduction  to  the  Commentary  already 
mentioned  (Thenius3,  1898),  gives  a  useful  conspectus  of  the 
recent  literary  criticism  of  the  Books  of  Samuel.  He  puts  in 
four  parallel  columns  the  analyses  of  Budde,  Cornill,  Kittel,  and 
Wellhausen.  The  practical  unanimity  of  these  four  authorities  is 
thus  brought  forcibly  to  view.  In  the  additions  or  corrections 
which  he  offers,  I  am  glad  to  say  that  he  frequently  agrees  with 
opinions  which  I  had  reached  independently  —  as,  for  example,  in 
denying  the  coherence  of  1  S.  7,  and  12  with  E,  and  in  asserting 
the  Deuteronomic  character  of  these  chapters. 

It  is  a  matter  for  congratulation  that  the  agreement  in  the  criti- 
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cal  analysis  is  so  marked.  The  separation  of  the  different  sources 
may  be  taken  as  virtually  settled.  The  further  question  of  how 
they  came  to  be  united  still  needs  discussion,  though  here  also 
some  points  are  practically  agreed  upon.  I  can  best  indicate  the 
points  of  agreement  and  the  points  of  divergence  by  a  sketch  of 
what  I  suppose  to  be  the  actual  process.  What  really  took  place 
in  the  literary  history  of  Israel  ? 

There  was  an  author  who  undertook  to  write  a  history  of  the 
rise  of  the  monarchy  in  Israel  with  an  account  of  the  reign  of 
David.  Whether  he  included  the  life  of  Solomon  also  does  not 
concern  us  here.  He  wrote  soon  after  the  death  of  Solomon,  and 
his  work  (which  I  call  SI.)  included  the  following  sections  of  our 
Hebrew  Bible : 

(a)  A  brief  life  of  Saul  beginning  with  his  genealogy  (i  S.  91), 
recounting  his  search  for  the  asses  and  the  meeting  with  Samuel 
(9.  io1'16),  the  battle  with  Nahash  which  brought  him  to  the  throne 
(11),  and  his  campaign  against  the  Philistines  (13.  14). 

( l) )  An  account  of  David  at  the  court  of  Saul,  where  the  interest 
already  turns  more  distinctly  to  David.  It  included  his  coming  to 
court  (1  S.  i614’23),  an  adventure  with  the  Philistines  now  lost  to 
us,  Saul’s  jealousy  ( 1 86-13'  20~29a  1911"17),  David’s  flight  (2 12-10)  and 
his  life  as  an  outlaw  captain  (22.  231'14  25-27.  29.  30),  ending  with 
the  death  of  Saul  (31). 

(<r)  David’s  reign,  embracing  2  S.  2-4.  7.  9-20,  the  history 
being  originally  concluded  by  the  account  of  Solomon’s  corona¬ 
tion  and  the  death  of  David  (1  K.  x.  2). 

For  the  most  part  Professor  Lohr  agrees  with  this  statement, 
and  he  seems  to  represent  the  consensus  of  recent  opinion.  A 
difference  however  emerges  into  view  at  the  next  step  of  the 
reconstruction.  My  own  theory  is  as  follows  : 

2.  A  writer  with  a  theocratic  bias  was  dissatisfied  with  the  com¬ 
paratively  worldly  view  of  David  presented  in  the  history  just 
defined,  and  also  with  its  lack  of  serious  condemnation  of  Saul  — 
for  he  argued  that  the  rejection  of  Saul  must  be  accounted  for  by 
something  in  his  character.  This  author  therefore  rewrote  the 
history,  making  use,  for  the  most  part,  of  the  data  given  by  SI., 
though  he  seems  to  have  had  some  other  source  at  his  command. 
His  design  was  to  show  how  Samuel  was  the  ruler  of  Israel  by 
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divine  right  until  the  choice  of  David.  His  work,  which  I  call 
Sm.,  included : 

(a)  For  the  life  of  Samuel ;  an  account  of  his  early  life  and  the 
fall  of  Eli’s  house  (1  S.  1-6),  the  deliverance  from  the  Philistines 
(7),  the  demand  for  a  king  and  its  answer  by  the  sacred  lot 
(8.  io17'25),  the  farewell  address  (12),  and  the  rejection  of  Saul 

Os)- 

(b)  For  the  early  life  of  David;  his  anointing  (161'13),  his 
exploit  with  Goliath  (17  in  some  form),  the  consequent  intro¬ 
duction  to  court  (181"5),  the  jealousy  of  Saul  and  the  insult  in  the 
matter  of  Merab  (i814~19),  various  attempts  upon  David,  his  flight 
to  Samuel,  to  Achish,  and  to  Moab  (i830-i910.  1918'24.  2 111-16.  22s"5), 
his  generosity  to  Saul  (2  319-242G),  concluding  with  Samuel’s  last 
appearance  (28)  and  the  death  of  Saul  (2  S.  1). 

(c)  For  the  reign  of  David  he  was  content  with  mentioning  the 
coronation  by  all  Israel,  some  account  of  the  capture  of  Jerusalem 
and  the  removal  of  the  Ark,  and  the  detailed  Messianic  promise 
(2  S.  7),  with  a  summary  of  David’s  wars.  Probably  he  gave  also 
some  additional  matter  now  lost  to  us,  the  Redactor  having  found 
that  it  too  obviously  duplicates  what  has  been  preserved  from  the 
other  document. 

3.  The  union  of  these  two  accounts  into  one  history  would  give 
us  substantially  our  present  Books  of  Samuel,  and  the  process  is  so 
much  like  what  actually  took  place  in  the  Pentateuch,  that  we  may 
claim  analogy  as  an  argument  in  its  favour.  The  alternate  theory 
sees  in  the  sections  which  I  have  classed  together,  fragments  of 
different  origin  inserted  into  the  framework  of  SI.  at  different 
times.  Lohr’s  statement  is  : 

“Interpolations  are:  (a)  1  S.  15  and  28  —  Saul’s  rejection, 
dating  from  the  prophetic  period  ;  (d)  2  S.  7  —  the  prophecy  of 
the  eternal  continuance  of  David’s  house,  later  than  the  preceding 
but  preexilic;  (c)  1  S.  io8 137"15  —  a  parallel  to  15,  older  than  the 
reception  of  the  younger  source  into  7-12,  and  dating  from  the 
Exile. 

“Additions  are:  (a)  1  S.  1-3  —  an  account  of  the  youth  of 
Samuel,  probably  taken  from  some  outside  history,  here  intended 
as  an  introduction  to  7-12;  (b)  1  S.  4-6  —  an  ancient  narrative 
of  the  experiences  of  the  Ark,  adopted  with  the  intention  of 
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showing  the  straits  of  the  Philistines ;  (c)  i  S.  2^u-2423  2  S.  i6ff- 
1  S.  161'13  i918-24  2 111'16 — these  are  late,  even  very  late,  sections; 
(d)  1  S.  17-20  —  these  chapters  are  seriously  reelaborated  or 
intermixed  with  material  from  other  sources.” 

The  theory  thus  stated  seems  to  be  a  revival,  or  survival,  of  the 
now  discredited  supplement-hypothesis .  The  process  which  it  sup¬ 
poses  is  unlike  anything  with  which  we  are  acquainted  elsewhere 
in  the  Old  Testament.  As  we  now  know,  the  complicated  process 
by  which  the  Pentateuch  (Hexateuch)  received  its  present  form 
was  not  of  this  kind.  The  repeated  redactions  to  which  this  work 
was  subject  were  the  putting  together  of  documents  already  com¬ 
plete  in  themselves.  They  were  not  the  injecting  of  diverse  sec¬ 
tions  by  successive  interpolations,  into  one  history.  The  Books  of 
Chronicles  cannot  be  adduced  in  favour  of  Professor  Lohr’s  the¬ 
ory,  for  they  are  to  all  appearance  the  work  of  a  single  author, 
making  copious  use  of  the  previously  existing  history. 

For  these  reasons,  the  hypothesis  already  advanced  in  the  Intro¬ 
duction  to  this  commentary  seems  to  stand. 
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